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Abstract 
The current study aims at investigating the role of interpretation task proposed 
by Ellis (1993) in the learning of English ergative construction (both paired and 
unpaired ergatives). The main difficulty to learn the ergative construction lies in its 
similarities to the English passive construction. In both constructions, the theme of 
the sentence appears in the subject position of the sentence. Findings of this 
research show that interpretation task has some benefits over the production task. 
Students receiving the interpretation task perform as well as those receiving the 
production task in the production of the target construction. Moreover, their 
performance in judging the grammaticality of some of the items outperforms those 
who receive the production task. Apart from this, the findings of this study also 
reveal that the effect of the interpretation task may last longer than the production 
task in learning the English paired ergative construction. 
本硏究旨在探討Ellis (1993)所提出的「謹釋課業」（interpretation task)對於學 
習英語中的「雙向不及物動詞」結構（paired ergative construction)與及「單向 
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Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION 
Many extant studies (Zobl 1989，Yip 1995, Chan 1997) have shown that the 
learning of English ergative construction is a universal problem for all L2 learners 
of English regardless of their different LI backgrounds. Zobl (1989) relates the 
difficulty to the similarities and differences between the ergative construction and 
passive construction in English: 
The ship sank. (ergative) 
The ship was sunk, (passive) 
Both constructions can be viewed as "intransitives" based on their surface 
structure as they do not have an object in their argument structure. Moreover, the 
subject in both constructions bears the theme role rather than the agent role in the 
verb's subcategorization frame, which is said to be non-canonical in English (Zobl 
1989): 
V,[ — NP] 
theme 
The difficulty may lie in the differences in deriving the two constructions. 
The passive construction is morphologically marked by the auxiliary "be" but the 
ergative construction is not morphologically marked in English, making the latter 
construction unnatural to L2 learners with different LI backgrounds. 
Yip (1995) tries to relate the difficulties in learning this structure to a kind of 
leamability problem under the notion of the Subset Principle. She claims that the 
passive construction that has already developed in the learners' interlanguage 
system may have some negative impact on the learning of ergatives by L2 learners. 
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As mentioned above, the ergative construction is more unnatural than the passive 
construction to L2 learners of English because it is non-canonical and is not 
morphologically marked. So, L2 learners of English may over-generalize the 
passive construction they have leamt to the English ergative construction (See 
Chapter 2, section 2.4). As a result，the Chinese interlanguage passives form the 
superset to the English passives because they contain both the grammatical 
passives and the passivized ergative construction. To solve this problem, Yip 
proposes that learners must be made aware of the Uniqueness Principle (Trahey & 
White 1993), which is a "one-to-one principle constraining form-meaning 
mappings such that one meaning can be carried by just one form of grammar" 
(182). According to this principle, in the learning of the English ergative 
construction, L2 learners must be aware of the relations between the form of the 
English ergative construction and the meaning of it (i.e. the "form-meaning 
mappings" of the English ergative construction). Once they become aware of this 
kind of form-meaning mapping of the English ergative construction, they will then 
allow the existence of the structure in their interlanguage grammar and will not 
over-passivize the ergative construction anymore. 
Based on what has been claimed in the Uniqueness Principle, "form-meaning 
mappings" seem to play an important role in L2 acquisition models. Among the 
different learning models proposed in the SLA field in the recent years, two of the 
most important hypotheses are the input hypothesis and the output hypothesis. 
The input hypothesis emphasizes the importance of input in L2 acquisition while 
the output hypothesis emphasizes the importance of output in L2 acquisition. 
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One type of activity based on the input hypothesis is input processing (Ellis 
1995, Sanz & VanPatten 1995), which also gives credit to the role of input in L2 
acquisition. Sanz & VanPatten (1995) claim that input processing, which involves 
“strategies and mechanisms that promote form-meaning connections during 
comprehension" (Sanz & VanPatten 1995: 171), can enhance the L2 learners' 
awareness of the form-meaning mappings in the target construction. Under this 
definition of input processing, the interpretation task proposed by Ellis (1995) is 
believed to be one kind of strategy for input processing. 
In this thesis, I am going to examine the role of the interpretation task in 
helping the L2 learners to overcome the difficulties in learning the English 
ergative construction. This is done by comparing the interpretation task (a focus 
on input) with the production task (a focus on output) in their impact on L2 
learners of English. The next chapter (Chapter 2) will present the theoretical 
background of the research in greater depth, while Chapter 3 will discuss the 
details of the experimental design. The results of the experiment will be presented 
and analysed in Chapter 4 and 5，and finally, their implications will be further 
discussed in Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 2 BACKGROUND OF THE RESEARCH 
In this chapter, we are first going to explore the derivation of the English 
ergative construction and passive construction. The similarities between the two 
constructions will be highlighted first, followed by a discussion of the problems in 
learning the ergative construction owing to the similarities between them. 
Afterwards, different L2 acquisition approaches which may play a role in learning 
the target L2 construction will be discussed and reviewed. These approaches 
include the role of awareness, input and output in L2 acquisition. The concepts 
mentioned in this chapter forms the backbone of my research design and this will 
be discussed in the last section of this chapter (Section 2.7). 
2.1 SOME PRINCIPLES OF SYNTAX 
Before going into the derivation of the ergative construction, we first need to 
have a brief understanding of some relevant notions in generative grammar, which 
include case theory, the theta criterion and the visibility requirement on NP. An 
understanding of these theoretical principles will help us in explicating the 
similarities and differences in the derivation of the ergative and the passive 
construction. Such similarities and differences between the two constructions may 
cause a leamability problem for L2 learners in learning the ergative construction, 
which will be explained in Section 2.4. 
In case theory, it is said that every language shares a universal property called 
abstract case: 
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The case filter: every overt NP must be assigned abstract case. 
(Haegeman 1994: 167) 
In modem English, the external argument of the verb is said to receive the 
nominative case while the internal argument of the verb is said to receive the 
accusative case (they are both subsumed under the notion of abstract case): 
[IT Tom [VP broke U 
Argument: external internal 
Case: nominative accusative 
Theta role: agent patient/theme 
Fig. 2.1 The syntactic structure of a transitive sentence 
As shown above, the verb "break" theta-marks its external and internal 
argument and theta roles are assigned to them (i.e. "agent" and "theme" 
respectively in the above example). The assignment of the theta role is governed 
by the theta criterion. 
Theta criterion: 
Each argument is assigned one and only one theta role. 
Each theta role is assigned to one and only one argument. 
(Haegemaim 1994: 54) 
A position P is visible in a chain if the chain contains a case-marked position. 
(Chomsky 1986: 96) 
As shown in Fig. 2.1，since both the external and internal argument are case-
marked, they are said to be in the visible position in the sentence. This fulfils the 
visibility requirements on NPs. 
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Visibility requirements on NPs: 
In order to be recognized as an argument of some predicate an NP must be made 
visible. Invisible MPs cannot be assigned a theta role. Hence, sentences in which 
we have argument MPs without case violate the theta criterion. 
(Haegemann 1994: 189) 
In the following section, we are going to apply the concepts discussed in this 
section to the derivation of the English ergative construction and the passive 
construction. 
2.2 THE ANATOMY OF THE ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION 
IN ENGLISH 
After the above brief introduction of some basic notions in syntax, we will 
now see how the ergative construction is derived in English. In fact, the derivation 
of the ergative construction is somewhat controversial in the linguistic field. Here 
I will adopt the position of Burzio (1986), who claims that the ergative 
construction is derived through NP movement from its transitive counterpart. 
Burzio (1986) makes a generalization about the imaccusatives. According to 
his generalization, "a verb which lacks an external argument fails to assign 
accusative case”（ 178-9). Moreover, "a verb which fails to assign accusative case 
fails to theta-mark an external argument" (184). The ergative construction in 
English can be said to be a kind of unaccusative verb under Burzio's 
Generalization. 
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Consider the derivation of the ergative construction: 
(1) The enemy sank the ship 
(2) e sank the ship. 
(3) e sank the ship. 
• 
NP movement 
(4) The shipi sank t^  . 
— 
Fig. 22 Derivation of the ergative construction 
IP 
/ \ 
The shipi V 
[nominative case position] ^ \ 
INFL VP 
[ . tense’ +agr.] | 
V, 




[accusative case position] 
Fig, 2.3 A tree diagram for the derivation of the ergative construction 
As shown in Fig. 2.2, in the derivation of the ergative construction, the external 
argument is wiped out. Therefore, the subject position of the sentence becomes 
empty (See (2)). According to Burzio's Generalization stated above, the verb 
"sink" in (2) fails to assign an accusative case to its object “the ship" and it violates 
the case filter. According to the visibility condition, “the ship" becomes invisible 
because it is not case-marked properly. So, the verb “sink” in the sentence fails to 
assign a theta-role to the object NP "the ship". 
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In order to be visible and case-marked, the object of the sentence has to move 
to the subject position to receive nominative case by the finite INFL of the 
sentence via NP movement, leaving a trace in the object position, coindexed with 
the subject (See Fig. 2.3 above). An A chain <the shipj, t, > is thus formed. The 
theta role is assigned to the foot of the chain (i.e. the trace), which is the theme role. 
The case is assigned to the head of the chain (i.e. the ship), which is a nominative 
case assigned by the finite INFL of the sentence. 
Thus, in the ergative (imaccusative) construction, the subject (having 
nominative case) is a theme (it is assigned the theta role of theme). In keeping with 
Burzio's analysis, this is the surface structure, derived from the transitive structure 
by NP movement out of the object position. In the surface structure there is no 
object (the construction is intransitive), because the object NP ("the ship") has 
been moved out of object position to subject position. The construction is 
unaccusative, because this underlying object NP, being invisible while in the 
object position, was not assigned accusative case. 
2.2.1 PROPERTIES OF THE ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION 
As shown in the previous section, the derivation of the ergative construction 
resulted in the wiping out of one argument (i.e. the external argument, which is the 
agent), leaving only one argument in its subcategorization frame (the surface 
subject, whose theta role is the theme). So, the ergative verb is classified as a kind 
of intransitive verb in English. In this section, we are going to see some of the 
properties of the ergative construction resulted from the wiping out of the agent. 
Perlmutter (1978) proposes an Unaccusative Hypothesis and distinguishes 
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two types of intransitive verbs: the unergatives and unaccusatives (ergatives). The 
former type of intransitives contains a subject which bears an agent role. 
Therefore, it can be followed by a purpose clause: 
The boy smiled. 
The boy smiled to please Marv. 
The latter type of intransitives contains a subject which bears a patient/theme 
role and does not have volitional control. In other words, this type of intransitives 
does not have an agent at all. Thus, it cannot be followed by a purpose clause or a 
by-phrase: 
*The ship sank t^�’r>11e�j insurance. 
•The ship sank hy the enemv. 
The ergative construction can be further subdivided into two categories: the 
paired ergatives and the unpaired ergatives. Paired ergatives are those which have 
a transitive counterpart and the derivation of paired ergatives was shown in the last 
section (Section 2.2): 
The ship sank. 
‘ The ship was sunk. 
Unpaired ergatives are those which do not have a transitive counterpart. 
According to Levin and Rappaport (1995), they are verbs of existence and 
appearance: 
An accident happened yesterday. 
*An accident was happened yesterday. 
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Unlike the paired ergative construction, the unpaired construction is not 
derived from its transitive counterpart. However, unpaired ergatives share the 
properties of paired ergatives, that they fail to assign accusative case and they do 
not have an external theta role. In addition, they allow the existence of there in the 
subject position: 
There appeared a boat. 
•There sank a boat, 
2.3 THE ANATOMY OF THE PASSIVE CONSTRUCTION IN 
ENGLISH 
After seeing the derivation and properties of the English ergative construction, 
we will now turn to the derivation of the English passive construction, which is 
believed to be one important factor responsible for the difficulties in learning the 
English ergative construction by L2 learners, as argued by Yip (1995; cf. Chapter 1 
above). 
The passive construction in English is similar to the ergative construction in 
its surface representation. They both contain only one argument in their surface 
structure. It is derived from its transitive counterpart by NP-movement, which is 
case-driven, as shown in Figure 2.3 and explained below: 
(1) The enemy sank the ship. 
(2) e was sunk the ship by the enemy. 
(3) e was sunk the ship by the enemy. 
t 1 
NP movement 
(4) The shipi was sunk t, (by the enemy). 
Fig. 2 A Derivation of the passive construction 
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Jaeggli (1986) and Roberts (1987) propose that the external theta role in the 
passive construction is absorbed rather than wiped out by the passive morphology 
on the verb. Therefore, the agent of (3) in Fig. 2.4 above cannot be realized in the 
subject position, which is an A position (Argument position). Instead, the agent is 
demoted to an adjunct position, which is a non-argument position. The agent is 
thus expressed by an adjunct with by, as shown in (2), (3) and (4) above. The 
passive verb fails to assign structural (accusative) case to the object position. So, 
the object position in (2) becomes a caseless position. It violates the case filter and 
the object NP becomes invisible. In order to be theta-marked by the verb “sink，，， 
the NP has to be visible. The object "the ship" in (2) then has to move in order to 
become case-marked and visible. It moves to the subject position to gain the 
nominative case there, leaving a trace in the object position, forming a A chain 
<the shipi, t>. The case is assigned to the highest position of the chain and the 
theta role is assigned to the lowest position of the chain. Hence, the case filter and 
theta criterion are fulfilled. 
2.3.1 PROPERTIES OF THE PASSIVE CONSTRUCTION 
-In viewing the properties of the passive construction, we can see that it has 
some similarities and differences with the ergative construction in English. 
Like the ergative construction, the subject of the passive construction bears 
the patient/theme role. Unlike the ergative construction, which does not have an 
agent at all, the agent of the passive construction is only demoted to an adjunct 
position rather than being wiped out during the NP movement. As a result, a 
strong sense of agentive role is still being inferred in the passive construction. 
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Therefore, the passive construction is compatible with an agentive phrase such as a 
purpose clause (which implied an agent to accomplish the goal) and by-phrase: 
The glass was broken to ]gt the tea out. 
The glass was broken by Tom. 
2.4 PROBLEMS IN LEARNING THE ERGATIVE 
CONSTRUCTION 
Owing to the similarities and differences between the ergative construction 
and the passive construction in English mentioned above, L2 learners of English 
are believed to experience difficulties in learning the two constructions. There is a 
large amount of research concerning the difficulties in the learning of the ergative 
construction (Zobl 1989, Yip 1990;1995, Sorace 1993, Balcom 1997，Chan 1997). 
Here, I am going to pinpoint some of the important findings in these studies. 
Marantz (1984) holds a slightly different position in viewing the derivation of 
the ergative construction and the passive construction when compared with what 
has been discussed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3. Sections 2.2 and 2.3 have pointed out 
that the NP movement in the derivation of the ergative construction and the 
passive construction arc case-driven. However, Marantz (1984) points out that 
English is a configurational language. The grammatical relations between subject 
and object are expressed in terms of structural position rather than case-marking. 
English has the subject-agent and object-theme canonical alignment in the relation 
between thematic roles and grammatical relations. 
Thus, according to Marantz's point of view, the NP movement in the 
derivation of the ergative construction and the passive construction is driven by the 
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need of a subject in English, and the NP can only acquire subject status in the 
subject position in a configurational language like English, rather than through 
case-marking. 
Based on these observations, Zobl (1989) points out the differences between 
the passive construction and the ergative construction in English and relates them 
to the difficulties in learning the English ergative construction. According to his 
point of view, although both structures bear a subject-theme characteristic, the 
ergative construction is not morphologically marked while the passive 
construction is morphologically marked by the auxiliary "be". In other words, the 
passive construction is "a canonical structure of the configurational language 
type" (208). On the other hand, in the unaccusative construction, "the theme 
bearing NP, the logical object, is not in its canonical position，，(220). 
Zobl's argument is supported by his observation of learners' errors in 
learning English, which are replicated as follows: 
1. *The most memorable experience of my life was happened 15 years ago. 
2. *Most of people are fallen in love and marry with somebody. 
3. *My mother was died when I was just a baby 
(Zobl 1989:204, 1-3) 
Zobl(1989) discovered that learners with different LI backgrounds commit 
the errors mentioned above. Even more surprising is that these ill-formed 
constructions do not exist in their LI. Thus, the existence of such kind of error 
cannot be explained by the provision of positive evidence and LI transfer. They 
seems to be a universal problem for L2 learners of English with different LI 
backgrounds. 
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Owing to the similarities between passives and unaccusatives, in that they 
both lack an external argument and the internal argument is moved to the subject 
position, Zobl (1989) claims that L2 learners of English first acquire the lexical 
rule of NP movement to move the internal argument to the subject position. But 
once they have acquired the passive rule, they will generalize the rule to the 
unaccusatives because it is a core rule in English. As shown in the above three 
examples used by Zobl (1989), L2 learners of English generalized the passive 
morphology (“was + N-ed') to the English unaccusatives (“happen”，"fall" and 
“die”）in their production data-
in short, in Zobl's (1989) point of view, the passive morphology can overtly 
mark the change of the internal argument from the object position to the subject 
position. However, in the case of the unaccusatives, there is no overt marker to 
mark the imaccusative morphology. That is the reason why it is subsumed under 
the passive rule. 
Based on the findings of Zobl (1989) about the difficulties in learning the 
unaccusatives, Balcom (1997) conducted an experiment to investigate the 
relationship between the passive construction and the imaccusative construction in 
L2 acquisition. The results of Balcom，s study reveal that the passive rule does not 
replace the imaccusative rule because the learners' judgements are inconsistent. 
Moreover, the transitive/unaccusative alternation is generalized to the context 
which requires a passive form of the verb. Below are some examples of the over-
generalization of the ergative construction to places where a passive construction 
is required: 
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1. ... and almost all major businesses destroyed. 
2. ... that my own home on Devon Row included in the destruction. 
3. Many students involve in plagiarism but they do not consider their behaviour 
as cheating. 
4. The main issue in the World Summit which held in Rio de Janeiro. • • 
(Balcom 1997, 6) 
Balcom concludes by providing a remedy for the learning of unaccusatives, 
which says that learners have to leam the semantic restriction in detransitivization 
(i.e. The semantic restriction in turning the transitive form of a verb into its 
ergative form). 
Apart from studies of the English ergative construction, there has been 
research on the acquisition of the ergative in other languages. Sorace (1993) 
investigates the learning of the Italian unaccusative construction by French L2 
learners and English L2 learners of Italian. He shows that although French has the 
auxiliaty selection in unaccusatives, which is a similar syntactic diagnostic as in 
Italian, it does not depend on a single syntactic diagnostic in classifying the 
unaccusatives like the Italian. This gives rise to the "incomplete" phenomenon in 
the acquisition of the Italian unaccusatives by the French L2 learners. On the other 
hand, English does not have the auxiliary selection in classifying its unaccusative 
construction. This gives rise to the "divergent" phenomenon in the English L2 
learners' acquisition of the Italian unaccusatives. They are unable to make a 
consistent judgement on the grammaticality of the target structure. 
According to Sorace, “incomplete” refers to the random, inconsistent or more 
precisely, the indeterminate judgement of the property of the target structure. He 
distinguishes it from the notion of “divergent”，which refers to the incorporation of 
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a property of the target structure which leads to a consistent judgement that is 
different from the native judgements. He uses the two terms to describe two 
different states of ultimate attainment in L2 acquisition, which can be called 
"near-native" in a general term. In the rest of the paper, I will follow Sorace's 
usage of the term “determinate/indeterminate” (Sorace 1993, 24) to refer to the 
consistency of students' judgement of the tested items in my research. 
2.5 DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO THE LEARNING OF 
THE ENGLISH ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION 
In this section, we are going to explore a possible theory for the learning of 
the English ergative construction. First, the differences between LI and L2 
acquisition will be pointed out, which give rise to a particular leamability problem 
in L2 acquisition. Then, we will go into the notion of the Subset Principle and the 
Uniqueness Principle, which may provide a possible explanation for the 
mechanism of the learning of the English ergative construction by L2 learners of 
English. 
2.5.1 DIFFERENCES IN LI AND L2 ACQUISITION 
In studying language acquisition, it is said that there are some differences 
between LI and L2 acquisition. In first language acquisition, a logical problem 
exists, which is known as the projection problem. The notion of the projection 
problem states that “there is a mismatch between the kind of input available to LI 
acquirers and their ultimate attainment" (White 1989:37). Although the LI input 
is finite in nature, native speakers can attain a complex grammar including the 
knowledge of grammaticality, ungrammaticality, ambiguity and many other subtle 
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aspects of knowledge in a language. The fact that many of these are not directly 
obtainable from the linguistic input of the native speakers suggests the role of 
Universal Grammar (UG) which is inborn and well established in the human mind. 
Some researchers (White 1989, Yip 1995) claim that there is also a logical 
problem in second language acquisition. Although the ultimate attainment of L2 
learners is very often not as perfect as that of LI learners, the complexity of 
interlanguage grammar also gives rise to the projection problem in SLA: how can 
a second language learner achieve such a complex system of grammar given that 
the L2 input is limited and sometimes simplified as teachers' talk? One of the 
hypotheses White (1989) proposes is the partial availability of UG in SLA. She 
suggests that LI acquisition is different from L2 acquisition in that the former one 
involves the setting of parameters to a particular value while the latter one involves 
the resetting of parameters from the LI values into the L2 values. In other words, 
UG is partially accessible in SLA through the LI parameter settings. 
In addition to the differences between LI acquisition and L2 acquisition in 
the ultimate attainment and the accessibility of UG, it seems that there are also 
differences in the types of input which are useful to the learners in LI and L2 
acquisition. In LI acquisition, the mere use of positive evidence seems to be 
sufficient for the ultimate perfect attainment. But to what extent does this hold 
true of L2 acquisition? 
White (1989) and Yip (1995) try to explain the process of SLA with the aid of 
the Subset Principle, which states that grammars may stand in a subset-superset 
relation. In such a relation, "the narrower grammar permits a smaller range of 
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structure than a larger one which contains everything permitted by the narrower 
grammar and more" (Yip 1995，47). According to Yip, in LI acquisition, language 
learning resembles that of hypothesis forming. The children will start off with the 
most restrictive hypothesis, that is the subset grammar, to avoid overgeneralization. 
The Subset Principle gives a complete account for the fact that children learn their 
mother tongue with positive evidence only. However, in L2 acquisition, violation 
of the Subset Principle by the L2 learners seems to appear very often. The 
violation may be caused by LI transfer when the LI forms the superset with � 
respect to the L2 grammar. Moreover, a leamability problem related to the Subset 
Principle may also exist owing to the interference of some of the already learned 
constructions in L2. Many researchers (Zobl 1989, Yip 1995, Balcom 1997) have 
noticed that L2 learners of English commit errors, as mentioned in Section 2.4, and 
replicated here for the ease of reference: 
4. *The most memorable experience of my life was happened 15 years ago. 
5. *Most of people are fallen in love and marry with somebody. 
6. *My mother was died when I was just a baby 
(Zobl 1989:204, 1-3) 
L2 learners tend to passivize the ergative construction in English. As 
mentioned earlier (section 2.4), the theme of both the ergative and passive 
construction is not in its canonical position in English，which is the object position. 
However, the passive construction is marked by the auxiliary “be”，which makes 
the construction become canonical in English. This gives rise to the over-
generalization of the passive construction to the ergative construction in the 
examples above. This over-generalization of the passive construction affects the 
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design of the present study in two ways: (i) the criteria in choosing the subjects 
(those who have a good knowledge of the passive construction) and (ii) the design 
of the instructional packets (to include the passive constructions). These will be 
discussed in further details in Chapter 3: Methodology. 
Larsen-Freeman (1995) claims that "learners do not receive adequate 
feedback because only a small percentage of their errors are corrected, and even 
these are not always dealt with consistently”(140). Indeed in Hong Kong, 
secondary school teachers devote little attention to the characteristics of English 
ergatives. Even though they may correct students' errors with respect to the 
ergatives, their corrections are not consistent and systematic. This may give rise to 
the fossilization of this kind of error among advanced L2 learners of English. 
2.5.2 THE SUBSET PRINCIPLE AND THE LEARNING OF THE 
ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION 
Yip (1995) tries to explain the failure of Chinese students learning ergative 
constructions under the Subset Principle. In the case of Chinese ESL learners, the 
subset-superset relation can be explained by the following diagram: 
( ) CIL passivized ergatives 
V 
>/ English passives 
(Yip 1995: 144, Figure 5.3) 
Fig. 2.5 Subset-superset relation between Chinese interlanguage and the target 
language (English) 
As shown in Fig. 2.5, the passivized ergatives in the Chinese interlanguage 
(CIL) form the superset to the English passives, because the interlanguage 
HO 20 
contains a mixture of grammatical English passives as well as some 
ungrammatical English passives derived from English ergatives (both paired and 
unpaired). 
Yip claims that one of the ways for the Chinese L2 learners to unlearn the 
ungrammatical passives derived from ergatives is by preemption. Preemption can 
be defined as the "replacement of the erroneous form by the target form" (Yip 
1995, 57). It functions under the Uniqueness Principle, which is "a one-to-one 
principle constraining form-meaning mappings such that one meaning can be 
carried by just one form of grammar" (Trahey & White 1993，182). According to 
Trahey & White (1993), when learners hear something from the input which is 
different from the hypothesis they formed by the productive mechanism, it is said 
that the new form will automatically preempt the old form. When the two forms 
co-exist in the input, the learners will then accept both in their IL grammar. In 
short, the introduction of preemption together with the Subset Principle appears to 
suggest that L2 acquisition is similar to LI acquisition insofar that only positive 
evidence is enough for the learning process to take place. In other words, 
theoretically speaking, the ungrammatical passives can be preempted provided 
that the learners are aware of the form-meaning mappings in the ergative 
construction, as suggested by Yip (1995). 
2.5.3 THE ROLE OF NEGATIVE EVIDENCE IN L2 ACQUISITION 
In contrast to the notion of preemption, some researchers (Trahey 8c White 
1993; Carroll & Swain 1993) give credit to the role of negative evidence in L2 
acquisition. 
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In fact, the notion of preemption is somewhat controversial in the SLA field. 
Larsen-Freeman (1990) points out a "reflex fallacy" in SLA, which “lies in the 
assumption that teaching is an involuntary reflex of natural acquisition such that 
what is present and natural in untutored acquisition should be present in abundance 
in classroom instruction, and what is absent in natural acquisition should be 
prohibited in the classroom" (Larsen-Freeman: 1990, 262). Besides, a study done 
by Trahey and White (1993) also put the effectiveness of preemption in L2 
acquisition in doubt. In their study, they try to investigate the learning of English 
adverb placement by some French learners via preemption. Below is a summary 
of the differences in adverb placement in French and English: 
French English 
V A S V O V A S V O 
^ 
VSVOA VSVOA 
(Trahey 1996，Table 1) 
Table 2.1 Differences in adverb placement in French and English 
As shown in table 2.1, French allows the SVAO order in sentence 
construction but not SAV. It is different from English in which the SAV order is 
grammatical but the SVAO order is ungrammatical. Thus, preemption is required 
here for the French learners to learn the ungrammaticality of SVAO order in 
English. The results of their study show that “positive input in the form of SAV 
sentences was not sufficient to cause preemption of the LI setting" (Trahey & 
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White 1993, 200). 
From this point of view, it seems that negative evidence may play a role in 
correcting the learners' ungrammatical passives. Indeed, some researchers do 
support the effect of negative evidence in SLA. Carroll and Swain (1993) 
conducted an experiment to examine the effect of negative evidence on the 
learning of English dative alternation by some L2 learners. English dative 
alternation has both a phonological constraint and semantic constraints. Carroll 
and Swain propose that the learning of dative alternation in English must demand 
negative feedback because the learners will not start with the most complex 
hypothesis in their productive mechanism in acquiring L2. The results of their 
research support the role for negative feedback in SLA. Based on the claim of the 
role of negative evidence in L2 acquisition mentioned above, the design of the 
current research has also included some of negative evidence in the experimental 
treatment (in the formal grammar teaching period and in the teacher's feedback， 
see Chapter 3, Section 3.3). 
2.6 SOME THEORETICAL ISSUES IN SLA 
After having a brief understanding of the possible mechanism of the learning 
of the ergative construction, in this section, we will examine some theoretical 
issues related to the learning of the ergative construction. First, the different kinds 
of knowledge in L2 acquisition will be introduced so that we can know the 
different types of attainment in L2 acquisition. This knowledge can serve as a 
ruler to measure the extent to which the learners have learnt the target construction. 
After that, different kinds of instruction (the methodology of teaching a 
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grammatical construction) available in L2 learning will be briefly introduced. 
They include the “focus on form" & “focus on forms" type of instruction, 
enhancing the awareness of the target construction, a focus on input as well as a 
focus on output. 
2.6.1 DIFFERENT KINDS OF KNOWLEDGE IN SLA 
Ellis (1997b) defines four types of L2 knowledge according to the 
intersection of explicit/implicit knowledge distinction and the 
controlled/automatic processing distinction: 
Type of knowledge IControlled processing Automatic processing  
Explicit A B 
A new explicit rule is used An old explicit rule is used 
consciously and with consciously but with relative  
deliberate effort speed.  
Implicit C D 
A new implicit rule is used A fully leamt implicit rule is 
without awareness but is used without awareness and 
accessed slowly and without effort. 
inconsistently.  
Ellis (1997b, Figure 4.1) 
Table 2.2 Different types of knowledge in L2 acquisition 
Explicit knowledge, by definition, is the knowledge that is analyzed, abstract, 
explanatory (Bialystok 1981) and consciously known by the learners. Implicit 
knowledge, in contrast, is the knowledge that is intuitive. In other words, learners 
will not be aware of the existence of implicit knowledge. 
The second pair of distinctions concerns the differences between controlled 
processing and automatic processing. Controlled processing is "a temporary 
activation of memory nodes through attentional control，,(Ellis 1997b: 112). It 
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consumes our mental processing capacity, and the activation of memory nodes 
takes time. So, the response resulting from a controlled process is not an instant 
one. On the other hand, automatic processing is achieved by "the mapping of the 
same input to the same pattern of activation over many trials" (Ellis 1997b, 112). 
The response resulting from an automatic process is therefore instant and does not 
consume our processing capacity. 
From the four types of L2 knowledge resulting from the matching of 
explicit/implicit knowledge to the controlled/automatic processing, as shown in 
Table 2.1, we can see that the goal of SLA is actually to achieve the “D type" L2 
knowledge, which is implicit and automatic. 
The acquisition of a new feature of a language means that the structure is 
integrated into the developing interlanguage system, which is in the form of 
implicit knowledge. With the aid of consciousness-raising instruction such as 
some form-focused instruction, explicit knowledge is introduced to the L2 learners 
(this will be discussed in 2.6.4). This kind of knowledge plays an important role in 
the process of L2 acquisition. According to Ellis (1997b), it can enhance learners' 
awareness of the input structure and enable them to notice the gap between the 
input feature and the output derived from their interlanguage grammar. Also, 
explicit knowledge may turn into the implicit knowledge directly if the structure 
introduced is not developmentally constrained or if it meets the psychological 
development of the learner. 
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2.6.2 "FOCUS ON FORM，，VS. “FOCUS ON FORMS" TYPE OF 
INSTRUCTION IN SLA 
In order to attain the different types of L2 knowledge in L2 acquisition in a 
classroom setting, some sort of instruction is necessary for the L2 learners. Long 
(1991) distinguishes two different types of classroom instruction in L2 acquisition, 
a “focus on form" and a “focus on forms" type of instruction. 
According to Long (1991), the notion of focus on form, in its general sense, 
refers to "an underlying similarity among a variety of (a) teaching "methods"... (b) 
syllabus types... and (c) program types"(143), which aims at teaching one 
linguistic item at a time. In a narrow sense，it can be further subdivided into a 
"focus on fprms" and a "focus on form" during a lesson. The former one 
resembles that of the traditional teacher-fronted grammar teaching lesson. The 
content of lessons is the forms themselves. The latter one refers to a more 
interactive way of instruction motivated by the Interaction Hypothesis (Long 
1991). In “focus on form" lessons, the noticing of the target form is achieved via 
some problem-solving tasks and in-class activities such as the negotiation of 
meanings between students. The linguistic features which the students notice 
mainly result from their difficulties in comprehension and production during the 
in-class activities. The role of the teacher is somehow “secondary” when 
compared with that in the traditional teacher-fronted grammar lessons. The 
teacher responds to the difficulties discovered by the learners rather than forces the 
students to notice a particular linguistic feature. Despite the effectiveness of the 
two types of focus in the lesson, they both aim at enhancing students' awareness of 
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a linguistic feature in the lesson, thus promoting a consciousness-raising function 
which may in turn result in the acquisition of the structure (See section 2.6.4. for a 
further discussion on the role of consciousness-raising instruction according to the 
L2 acquisition model proposed by Ellis (1993，1997b)). In this research, 
consciousness-raising is also one of my concerns in the experimental design and I 
have included this in the form of teacher-fronted grammar teaching lesson (See 
Chapter 3, section 3.3). 
2.6.3 THE ROLE OF AWARENESS IN SLA 
Long's (1991) discussion of "focus on form” and "focus on forms" 
emphasizes the importance of awareness in L2 acquisition. Schmidt (1990，1993) 
is also in favor of the role of awareness in L2 acquisition, and has developed the 
theoretical understanding of awareness. 
Schmidt (1993) highlights the cognitive requirement of learning of L2 
learners. He proposes different types of awareness and their relation to L2 
acquisition. In his review paper, Schmidt tries to draw support from both the realm 
of psychology and applied linguistics to strengthen his argument for the role of 
consciousness in L2 learning. 
In his point of view, intentional learning seems to be more promising and 
reliable than incidental learning. He draws evidence from both psychology and 
applied linguistics to support his argument. 
Besides intention, Schmidt claims that attention and noticing also play an 
important role in L2 learning. From the psychological point of view, the notion of 
subliminal perception (i.e. learning without noticing, or unconscious learning) 
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does not have empirical support. From the applied linguistics point of view, 
Schmidt (1990) proposes the importance of noticing in turning input to intake. In 
his Noticing Hypothesis, he suggests that for a learner to learn a particular 
structure, noticing the structure is the necessary condition. In other words, 
Schmidt's noticing hypothesis does not support noticing in a global sense but in a 
narrow sense. It does not suggest a general noticing of a gap between the input and 
the learner's interlanguage but a specific noticing of the particular structure which 
causes the gap between the learner's interlanguage and the input. 
According to Schmidt's idea, there are two factors which may have an impact 
on the degree of noticing. One is the frequency and saliency of the target 
construction in the input and the other is related to the learning style of the learners. 
Schmidt claims that learners will process input for meaning before processing it 
for form. In short, the role of classroom instruction is "to increase the salience of 
target forms in sequent input" (Schmidt 1993, 212). 
2.6.4 THE ROLE OF INPUT IN SLA 
Given that the awareness of the target construction plays an important role in 
L2 acquisition, that learning cannot take place without a certain degree of noticing, 
one of the ways to increase learners' awareness is through input enhancement. 
Ellis(1993, 1997b) presents a model of L2 acquisition^: 
I 
I have combined the L2 acquisition model in Ellis (1993, Fig.l) and Ellis (1997b, Fig. 4,4) 
together, resulting in the figure presented here. 
MO 28 
Consciousness-raising 
Instruction (e.g. form-focused instruction) 
{“ T Explicit knowledge ] 
t I j 
I I I 
Y Noticing • Comparing • 
Input • Intake •Deve lop ing interlanguage system ^Outpu t 
• (Implicit knowledge) • 
Interpretation-based Production-based 
Grammar instruction Grammar instruction 
Fig. 2.(5 A model of L2 acquisition 
As shown in the model, we can intervene in the process of L2 acquisition in 
three ways: through interpretation-based grammar instruction, production-based 
grammar instruction and consciousness-raising instruction. 
Interpretation-based grammar instruction involves the use of interpretation 
tasks to help learners to carry out the form-meaning mapping between the 
grammatical feature and the meaning of it. One important characteristic of the 
interpretation tasks is that they do not require the learners to "produce" the target 
structure but to "interpret" it. Ellis (1997b,152-153) points out three main goals of 
an interpretation task: (i) "To enable learners to identify the meaning(s) realized by 
a specific grammatical feature", (ii) “to facilitate noticing" and (iii) to enable 
learners to carry out a cognitive comparison between the actual meaning of the 
target from and the way they use the form, which is believed to be important for 
interlanguage development. 
Production-based grammar instruction involves the use of production tasks to 
help learners to practise the target construction from controlled conditions to 
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communicative conditions (Ellis 1992). In contrast to the interpretation tasks, 
production tasks require the learners to "produce" the target construction in the 
form of ‘‘mechanical practice", "contextualized practice” or "communicative 
practice" (Ellis 1992, 233). 
Consciousness-raising instruction, according to Ellis (1992, 234), aims at 
developing learners' explicit knowledge of a particular linguistic feature by 
isolating the feature to the learners. Learners' attention will be directed towards 
the particular feature to facilitate the process of noticing and comparing in 
developing the implicit knowledge. The “focus on form" instruction type (in a 
general sense) mentioned in section 2.6.2 can be treated as a kind of 
consciousness-raising instruction. 
Although there are three ways to intervene in the process ofL2 acquisition as 
mentioned above, their effectiveness seems to vary according to the readiness of 
the learner to acquire the target structure, which has to be taken into consideration. 
Pienemann (1985) proposes the Teachability Hypothesis, which claims that 
teaching instruction promotes language acquisition only when the instruction 
meets the developmental stage of the L2 learner. In the case when the learners are 
developmentally not ready to acquire the new feature, the kind of knowledge they 
get cannot be converted into implicit knowledge and it will be stored as some 
metalinguistic features. Consequently, the learners may simply forget what they 
have learnt after a certain period of time. 
Based on the Teachability Hypothesis, Ellis thus queries the effectiveness of 
production-based grammar instruction in L2 acquisition. Owing to the 
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unpromising results of this kind of instruction in the real classroom practice, Ellis 
(1993) concludes that the problem lies in the assumption that production practice 
of one kind or another can enable the development of implicit knowledge, which is 
the goal of grammar instruction. 
Owing to the difficulties which lie in matching the learners' developmental 
stage with the production practice, Ellis proposes that 
Learners can develop a conscious understanding of grammatical rules in 
more or less any order although it may be easier for them to handle 
some rules before others and learners probably can also notice 
features in the input at any time, irrespective of whether they are ready to 
integrate them into their developing interlanguage systems, although, 
again, it may be that they find it easier to notice some than others (Ellis 
1993:72). 
This is where the interpretation task may play a role to enhance the intake of 
new grammatical features of L2. 
Related to the interpretation task is the notion of processing instruction (or 
input processing in Ellis' (1997b) term) proposed by Cadiemo and VanPatten 
(1993). Cadiemo and VanPatten (1993) claim that processing instruction involves 
"those strategies and mechanisms that promote form-meaning connections during 
comprehension" (226). It aims at processing the input rather than producing the 
target form, which is one of the goals of the interpretation task proposed by Ellis 
(1993) as well. 
The relation between the interpretation task and input processing can also be 
seen from the definition of intake facilitation. According to Ellis' (1997b) point of 
view, both the interpretation task and input processing are subsumed under the 
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notion of intake facilitation. Ellis (1997b) claims that intake facilitation 
"emphazises input processing for comprehension... and requires the use of 
interpretation task in place of traditional production task" (Ellis 1997b: 149). 
Under these circumstances, we can say that the interpretation task proposed by 
Ellis (1993) is one type of strategy or mechanism involved in processing 
instruction. Both the interpretation task and processing instruction aim at 
intervening in the process in which the input is converted into intake in second 
language acquisition. 
In order to investigate the effectiveness of processing instruction, Cadiemo 
and VanPatten (1993) conducted a research to compare the impact of traditional 
instruction and processing instruction on the learning of the non-SVO order in 
Spanish by English L2 learners. The results of their study show that learners who 
received processing instruction outperform learners who received traditional 
instruction in the interpretation task after the treatment. Even more surprising is 
that these learners performed as well as learners who received traditional 
instruction in the production of the target form. Cadiemo and VanPatten thus 
claim that traditional grammar instruction and practice cannot result in the 
reformulation of the interlanguage system. They cannot enhance learners' ability 
to process the input (unlike the processing instruction) and the knowledge thus 
obtained is only Learned Linguistic Knowledge (LLK) (Schwartz 1993). 
According to Schwartz, LLK can only affect learners' Learned Linguistic 
Behaviour but not the underlying interlanguage system. Owing to the 
unpromising effect of the focused practice on output, Cadiemo and VanPatten 
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(1993) thus conclude that “explicit grammar instruction should first seek to make 
changes in the developing system via a focus on input and only afterward should 
instruction provide opportunities for developing productive abilities"(239). 
Sanz and VanPatten (1995) replicate Cadiemo and VanPatten's research. 
They use a variety of production tasks in the posttest including a sentence-
completion test，a structured interview and a video narration to see whether the 
effects of processing input are limited to the sentence-level task. Their findings 
reveal that "processing input leads to a change in knowledge, and that this 
knowledge is available for use in different kinds of production tasks" (Sanz & 
VanPatten 1995,183) 
In short, a focus on input seems to be beneficial in the process of L2 
acquisition, as proved by both the theoretical and empirical evidence outlined in 
this section. The following section gives a brief discussion on another approach, a 
focus on output in L2 acquisition. 
2.6.5 THE ROLE OF OUTPUT IN SLA 
Apart from a focus on input, a focus on output may also have the function of 
awareness raising in L2 acquisition. 
Despite the findings obtained from the research on input processing, there are 
still studies (Fotos 1993，Swain 1995) in favor of the output hypothesis. 
Advocates of the output hypothesis highlight several functions of output in L2 
acquisition. Swain (1995) outlines three functions of output. The first one is 
“noticing/triggering” function. Learners may notice a gap between the target form 
of the language they need to produce and the knowledge they have. This type of 
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noticing can serve a consciousness raising function so that learners can be more 
aware of the target construction in the input. 
Moreover, the production of the target structure can also have a hypothesis-
testing function. Swain (1995) suggests that during the production of the target 
language, learners are actually formulating some hypotheses about the target 
construction. This can be proved by the modification of the output by the L2 
learners in the negotiation of meaning. 
The last function of output outlined by Swain (1995) is the metalinguistic 
function. Swain claims that "under certain task conditions, learners will not only 
reveal their hypotheses, but reflect on them, using language to do so. It is this 
‘level，of output that represents its metalinguistic fimction of using language to 
reflect on language, allowing learners to control and internalize it" (Swain 1995, 
132). 
Summing up the discussion in Section 2.5 and 2.6，it can be seen that both a 
focus on input and a focus on output seem to play a role in L2 acquisition. 
Advocates of a focus on input point out the developmental constraints and the 
unpromising effect of a focus on output. On the other hand, advocates of a focus 
on output emphasize on the different benefits learners may get from it. In this 
thesis, I am going to compare the differences of the two kinds of focus in L2 
acquisition. The next section will state the major research questions in this study 
and, based on the literature review above, will outline the predicted outcomes of 
the results. 
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2.7 ISSUES UNDER INVESTIGATION 
The foundation of the present research is based on the leamability problem in 
learning the English ergative construction. As proposed by some researchers (Yip 
1990; 1995, Chan 1997), the similarity between passive and ergative structure in 
English poses a serious problem in learning the ergative construction. Yip (1995) 
claims that for learners to learn the ergative construction effectively, they have to 
be aware of the form-meaning mapping in the ergative construction. In response 
to the promotion of form-meaning mapping in L2 acquisition, Cadiemo and 
VatiPatten (1993) claim that with the aid of processing input, learners' awareness 
of the form-meaning mapping of a grammatical structure can be enhanced. In this 
thesis, I am going to address the following research questions: 
1. a. What is the effect of the interpretation task (with grammar 
instruction) in the learning of the English ergative construction? 
b. What is the effect of the mere interpretation task (without grammar 
instruction) in the learning of the English ergative construction? 
2. What is the effect of the production task in the learning of the English 
ergative construction? 
3. Is the interpretation task more effective than the production task in the 
learning of English ergative construction with respect to the students' 
grammaticality judgement and production? 
Based on the research questions outlined above, the following results are 
predicted based on the previous studies: 
In response to research question 1, according to Ellis' claim on the impact of 
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the interpretation task (as outlined in section 2.6.4), learners who received the 
interpretation task should show some improvement in both their understanding 
and production of the English ergative construction after they have received the 
interpretation task. 
In addition, based on Ellis' (1993) claim that the interpretation task can stand 
alone without explicit grammar teaching, students who received the mere 
interpretation task (without grammar lesson) should show a similar performance 
with the students who received the interpretation task (with grammar lesson). 
In response to research question 2, following Ellis' (1993) doubt about the 
effectiveness of the production-based grammar instruction mentioned earlier 
(Section 2.6.4), that it cannot result in the development of implicit knowledge in 
case the students are not developmentally ready to acquire the structure, students 
may only obtain some explicit knowledge about the English ergative construction 
from the production task. So, in this research, students who received the 
production task are predicted to obtain some explicit knowledge about the target 
structure but not the implicit knowledge. As a result, their knowledge about the 
construction may only be a short term one. 
In response to research question 3，based on the findings of Cadiemo and 
VanPatten (1993), students who receive instruction which focuses on input 
processing should perform as well as those who receive instruction which focuses 
on output in the production of the English ergative construction after the treatment. 
In my research, the former types of instruction is operationalized in the form of an 
interpretation task while the latter type of instruction is operationalized in the form 
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of a production task. So, students receiving the interpretation task in this research 
should perform as well as those who received the production task in the production 
of the target structure after the treatment. 
In short, this research aims at comparing the differences of a focus on input 
and a focus on output in the learning of the English ergative construction by 
Cantonese ESL learners. To address this issue, some consciousness-raising 
instruction in the form of teacher-fronted grammar lesson (i.e. a "focus on forms" 
as mentioned in Section 2.6.2) was given to the students first, owing to the 
importance of the role of awareness in L2 acquisition emphasized by Schmidt 
(1993). After that, an interpretation task, which is subsumed under the notion of 
input processing, and a production task was given to separate groups of students. 
By doing this, the differences in the impact of the two tasks to the students learning 
of the English ergative construction was addressed. In addition to the above 
treatments, an interpretation task was also given to a group of students to 
investigate the effect of the mere interpretation task (with grammar instruction) on 
L2 learners in learning the English ergative construction. In the following chapter, 
the methodology used to tackle the research questions will be discussed in detail. 
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Chapter 3 METHODOLOGY 
The design of the experiment aimed at tackling the research questions listed 
in the previous chapter. The experimental methodology included three kinds of 
pedagogical treatment (formal grammar instruction, interpretation task, and 
production task) in four combinations (grammar instruction alone, grammar 
instruction plus interpretation, grammar instruction plus production, interpretation 
task alone), administered to experimental groups of subjects in three schools 
(School A，B, C). In addition, there were control groups in schools A and B, All 
groups were given a pretest and a posttest; in addition, the experimental groups in 
schools A and B were given a second posttest. The pretest consisted of a 
grammaticality judgement test, while the posttests consisted of a similar 
grammaticality judgement test plus a free production test. The grammaticality 
judgement test was the main tool used to investigate the effect of the interpretation 
task on the learning of the English ergative construction by Cantonese ESL 
learners. This was supplemented by the free production test in order to assess the 
students' ability to manipulate the ergative structure in their production. The 
pretest and posttest results were analyzed for between-groups differences using 
one-way ANOVA, followed by post-hoc Scheffe，and 2-tailed paired samples t-test 
for more detailed analysis, using the SPSS statistical package. Significant 
differences in learners' scores on separate test items were also extracted from the 




117(83 male,34 female) Form 6 students in Hong Kong whose mother tongue 
was Cantonese were selected to participate in the experiment. Students of Form 6 
were chosen because they were cognitively more well developed and they were 
believed to be the upper intermediate learners of English in Hong Kong. Moreover, 
they were supposed to have a basic understanding of the passive construction in 
English from their lower form English lessons (the syllabus introduces the passive 
in forms 1-3). As discussed in the previous chapter, it is possible that the main 
difficulty in learning the ergative construction proposed in this paper lies in the 
interference caused by the English passive construction in their interlanguage 
grammar^. So, it is important to ensure that they already had knowledge of the 
English passive construction. More detail about the subjects will also be given in 
the discussion of the experimental design in the section below (see Table 3.1). 
3.2 EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 
Since there was a limitation of the class size in the secondary schools in Hong 
Kong (about 30 students per class in Form 6)，the subjects of the present research 
were-chosen from three different secondary schools. School A and School B were 
CMI (Chinese as the medium of instruction) schools and School C was an EMI 
(English as the medium of instruction) school. However, the difference in the 
medium of instruction among the schools would not pose any problem for 
- T h e question whether students will perform better in using ergative construction if they had 
learned the ergative structure before the passive construction is not in the scope of this paper, since 
it would be very difficult to find the appropriate subjects in Hong Kong to test this order of 
acquisition. 
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comparing the results since the policy of mother tongue teaching was imposed in 
1998 in Hong Kong. In the schools selected for this study, present form 6 students 
under investigation were not affected by the policy and would all have had the 
same amount of instruction in English in the past. In other words, the subjects in 
this study had all had a similar amount of English instruction and education 
experience. 
Apart from the difference in the medium of instruction, secondary schools in 
Hong Kong are also currently classified according to the Banding system. Schools 
belonging to the same band levels are believed to have roughly the same 
performance in their academic achievements in the public examinations and in the 
secondary school entrance examinations. The higher the banding, the better the 
academic achievements of the school. School A and School B in this study 
belonged to Band 2, while School C was a Band 1 school. 
Students from these three schools had received grammar teaching on the 
passive construction from form 1 to form 3 and they were therefore assumed by the 
investigator to have a fairly complete knowledge of the passive construction. 
However, in order to check their knowledge of the passive construction, some 
passive sentences were included in the pretest (see Section 3.3.1). 
The experiment was carried out in these three schools separately, and five 
classes were involved in this research: two each in Schools A and B, and one in 
School C Owing to the restrictions of the school policy, it was impossible to do a 
randomization of the subjects among the two classes in each of the schools. So, in 
each school, one of the classes served as the control group and the other class was 
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divided into three experimental groups. Because of the limitations of this 
procedure, this yielded experimental groups which were numerically smaller 
relative to the control groups. The number of participants involved in each group 
and the gender of the students are summarized in the following table: 
Table 3.1 Distribution of subjects by group 
I School A " “ ~ School B School C 
Group No. Group 1 Group! Group3 Group4 Group 1 Group2 Group3 Group 4 Groups 
N ^ 8 10 n T\ 6 7 9 23 12 
participants m=8 M=10 M二 11 M=31 M=0 M=4 M=4 M = l l M=4 
in the pretest p ^ p f = Q F = 0 F = 0 F = 6 F = 3 F = 5 F = 1 2 F = 8 
N ^ 8 10 N 31 6 7 9 S 6 ~ 
participants m = 8 M = 1 0 M = 1 1 M = 3 1 M = 0 M = 4 M = 4 M = 1 1 M = 0 
in the F=0 F = 0 F =0 F =0 F =6 F=3 F=5 F=12 F=6 
posttest 
N ^ 7 10 I T 6 7 9 X X ~ 
participants M=7 M = 1 0 M = 1 1 M = 0 M = 4 M = 4 
in the second p^Q F=0 F=0 F=6 F=3 F=5 
posttest 
Key: Group 1 二 the interpretation task group (with grammar lesson) 
Group2= the production task group 
Groups = the no task group 
Group4= the control group 
Group5= the mere interpretation task group 
M 二 no. of boys in the group 
F= no. of girls in the group 
As shown in the above table, students in the experiment received a pretest 
before entering the treatment period. After the treatment period, they received a 
posttest followed by a second posttest. 
The control group (group 4) and the mere interpretation task group (group 5) 
did not receive the second posttest owing to the fact that teachers of the respective 
classes could not spare out an extra class to finish the second posttest. 
Due to constraints on student availability (students were preparing for their 
A-level exams), in School C a smaller number of students took the posttest than 
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the pretest. Also, in School A, Group 1, one student did not participate in the 
second posttest. The absence of students in the posttest and second posttest may 
affect the significance of the results of the study. 
The experimental procedure is outlined as follows: 
• Pretest (about 25 minutes) 
• Treatment period: 
Treatment in Schools A & B: 
Experimental group 1 (The interpretation task group): 
Formal grammar teaching (about 35 minutes) 
An interpretation task (about 35 minutes) 
Experimental group 2 (The production task group): 
Formal grammar teaching (about 35 minutes) 
A production task (about 35 minutes) 
Experimental group 3 (The no task group): 
Formal grammar teaching (about 35 minutes) 
Unrelated task (about 35 minutes) 
‘ Group 4 (The control group): 
Normal lessons (about 70 minutes) 
Treatment in School C: 
Experimental group 5 (The mere interpretation task): 
An interpretation task (about 35 minutes) 
• Posttest (about 35 minutes) 
• Second posttest (about 35 minutes) 
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As shown above, a pretest in the form of a grammaticality judgement task 
was given to all the subjects at the beginning of the experiment to test their 
knowledge of the passive construction as well as the ergative construction. The 
students then entered the treatment period to receive different treatments on the 
English ergative construction in the following day. The formal grammar 
instruction was conducted by the English teacher in School A and by the 
investigator in School B during the first class period of each treatment. During the 
second period, as outlined above, each group received a different treatment 
(interpretation task, production task, or unrelated task). The interpretation task and 
the production task were marked later, i.e., after the class period, by the secondary 
school teacher in charge of the class. The teacher marked the tasks in accordance 
with answers provided by the investigator. The teacher was required to give the 
correct answers to the students and the marked tasks were returned to the students 
to serve as a kind of negative feedback for the students. A posttest which consisted 
of a grammaticality judgement task and a free production task was then given to 
the students a week after the marked tasks were returned to the students in School 
A and to the mere interpretation task group in School C, and one day after the 
treatment for School B. About a month after the first posttest, a second posttest 
similar to the first post-test was then given to the students to assess the long term 
effect of the treatments. Here is a table of summary of the experimental treatments 
in the three schools: 
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Table 3.2 Summary of experimental treatments 
I School A I School B I School C 
Group 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 
Pretest V V V V V V V V V 
Teacher fronted grammar teaching V V V X V V V X X 
The interpretation task V X X X V X X X V 
The production task X V X X X V X X X 
Posttest V V V V V V V V V 
Second posttest V V X V V V X X 
As indicated, three schools were involved in this experiment. The 
investigator was not able to obtain a large class for a controlled experiment in 
School C. Therefore, the students in School C served only as subjects to pilot the 
effectiveness of the interpretation task itself (the “mere interpretation group"). The 
investigator was then able to obtain access to large classes in Schools A and B, for 
a fully controlled experiment. The treatments for School A and School B were the 
same, because the function of School B was to serve as a replication of School A, 
to provide additional experimental data. This was done out of the concern that the 
number of subjects in each experimental group was rather small, due to the 
constraints on class availability discussed above. The treatment in School B was 
carried out two weeks later than the treatment in School A. However, the 
investigator is confident that the students in all of the three different schools had no 
knowledge of each other and that the groups are independent. 
Although the treatment given in School A and School B was the same, there 
was a difference in the time interval between the treatment and the first posttest in 
the two schools. This situation arose, again, because some of the local constraints 
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in the schools. When the treatment in School A was given, it was not possible to 
administer the posttest immediately. The posttest was administered in the next 
class period, i.e., a week later. However, a preliminary analysis of the data showed 
that the students' retention rate was lower than the author expected when 
designing the experiment. In other words, the time interval between the treatment 
and the posttest may have been too long. Therefore, the time interval between the 
treatments and the posttest was shortened for School B. However, as the 
discussion of the results of the experiment will show, the students in School B did 
not score better on the posttest than the students in School A, and thus the 
difference in the time interval between the treatment and the posttest in the two 
schools appears not to have been crucial. 
To summarize the design of the pretest and posttests, the grammaticality 
judgement task before and after the treatment was used to test students' knowledge 
about the target construction so that the effect of the treatments on the students 
could be inferred from it. The free production task in the posttest and second 
posttest was used to see the impact of the treatments on their production. 
3.3 RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS 
The design of the research instruments included instructional packets and 
testing materials. Both consisted predominantly in grammar-oriented tasks: the 
interpretation task and the production task as part of the treatment, and the 
grammaticality judgement task and free production task used in the tests. The 
design of the treatment included also the lesson plan for the formal grammar 
instruction. The complete texts of all of these research instruments are given in the 
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Appendices�as listed below: 
Instructional materials: 
The interpretation task (Appendix II) 
The production task (Appendix III) 
Formal grammar teaching (Appendix IV) 
Testing materials: 
The grammaticality judgement task (Appendix V) 
The free production task (See Appendix VI) 
The details of the design of these research instruments will be discussed each 
in turn below, beginning with the formal grammar instruction, and then the 
interpretation task and production task given in the treatment. 
3.3.1 FORMAL GRAMMAR TEACHING MATERIALS 
The materials covered in the formal grammar teaching consisted of the 
introduction of transitives, intransitives (unergatives and ergatives) and their 
relation to the passive construction. These materials are included in Appendix VI. 
Since the subjects were supposed to have learned the transitives, unergative 
intransitives and the passive construction in their earlier schooling, the main focus 
of the class was on the ergative construction. The materials were presented in a 
traditional teacher-fronted classroom style. The presentation involved the basic 
form and meaning of the constructions mentioned above. The person who was in 
charge of the grammar teaching (i.e. the English teacher in school A and the 
3 
The research instruments are included in Appendices II-VL while Appendix VII includes all the 
tables of the results and statistical analysis of the data. 
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investigator in school B) was asked to follow the flow of the handout given to 
them and to the students during the grammar teaching lesson. A summary in the 
form of a table was given to the students for the ease of comparison of the 
characteristics and form of the different types of construction. The aim of the 
grammar teaching section was to serve as a kind of consciousness-raising input in 
the form of form-focused instruction (Ellis 1997, 79) for the learners so that they 
would be more aware of the target structures in the following treatments. 
Moreover, it would also serve as a common ground for the ease of comparison 
among the experimental groups. 
Fotos (1993, 397) and Ellis (1992, 237-239) have pointed out that 
consciousness-raising instruction given in a more interactive way would be more 
beneficial and effective than the traditional teacher-fronted grammar lessons. 
However, the more interactive way of consciousness-raising instruction may have 
some sort of overlapping with the notion of processing input as well as with the 
interpretation task. Moreover, it would be rather difficult to control that every 
student in the class would have the same amount of "interaction" with the target 
structure. So, for the ease of control and not to hinder the effect of the 
interpretation task, the investigator adopted a more traditional way of teacher-
fronted consciousness-raising instruction. 
3.3.2 THE INTERPRETATION TASK 
The rationale of the interpretation task was based on Ellis (1993) and Sanz 
and VanPatten (1995), as discussed above in Chapter 2，Section 2.6.4. The main 
purpose of the interpretation task was to let the learners process the input to 
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facilitate the intake rather than urging them to produce output in the target form. 
The materials of the interpretation task are included in Appendix II There were 
mainly two sections in the interpretation task. Section A required the students to 
complete a short text by circling the correct answers from the choices given. All 
the choices given were grammatical items but the one containing the ergative 
construction would be the most natural answer to continue the condition given in 
the short text. A sample of a section A question is listed below: 
On its maiden voyage to the America, the ship "Titanic" collided with an 
iceberg on a freezing night  
a. The iceberg sank the ship to the bottom of the sea. 
b. The ship then sank to the bottom of the sea. 
c. The ship was then sunk to the bottom of the sea. 
In the above example, the most natural answer attributed to the situation 
would be the one containing the ergative construction, i.e., answer b). 
Some of the items in this section contained externally causative phrases such 
as that in the following example: 
Daniel deliberately pushed the glass off the table. The glass then. 
According to Ju (2000, 100-101), many L2 learners will generalize the use of 
the passive construction to a situation which is externally causative. The inclusion 
of items with this type of situation in the task can test whether students can handle 
the externally causative situation after the grammar instruction. 
Generally speaking, the aim of this section of the interpretation task was to 
“sensitize the learners to the existence of two parallel structures (ergative and 
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passive) and make them aware of the fact that some verbs can be used in both 
structures" (Ellis 1993, 73). 
Section B of the interpretation task was a picture labeling task. Pictures of a 
sequential event were given to the students in the following manner: 
\ 晶 I I . . �z : 梦 
a. The ship sank. 
b. The ship was sunk. 
J 遞 一 l — I S i ^ ^ 
a. The building collapsed. 
b. The building was knocked down. 
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As shown above, students had to choose the most suitable sentence to 
describe each pair of pictures. This section of the interpretation task aimed at 
drawing students' attention to the semantic difference between the ergative and 
passive construction. For unpaired ergatives, the passive counterpart was replaced 
by verbs which can describe a similar situation in the passive form. (See the figure 
above) 
3.3.3 THE PRODUCTION TASK 
In this experiment, the effectiveness of the production task was being 
compared to the interpretation task, and these treatments were given to different 
experimental groups, as discussed above in Section 3.2. Therefore, for the ease of 
control and comparison, the production task was similar to the interpretation task 
in that they both contained the same number of sections and items. Their 
difference lay in that the items in the production task were not in the form of 
multiple choice questions. The materials of the production task are included in 
Appendix HI. 
In Section A of the production task, the main verb would be given to the 
students for each sentence. They were required to fill in the correct verb form with 
the verb provided. In Section B of the production task, pictures of a sequential 
event was given to the students. They were required to use the words given under 
each pair of pictures to make sentences describing the pictures. The instruction 
given in Section B would only allow them to make either a passive sentence or an 
ergative sentence. A sample of the questions in the two sections is given below: 
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Section A 
The ship "Titanic" collided with an iceberg and (sink) to the bottom of 
the sea on its maiden voyage. 
Section B 
(ship/sink) 
、 / a I I �z : 梦 
. (ship/sink) 
3.3.4 THE GRAMMATICALITY JUDGEMENT TASK 
The testing instruments used to assess the effectiveness of the treatments 
were.the pretest, the posttest and the second posttest. The pretest consisted of a 
grammaticality judgement task, while the posttests included both a similar 
grammaticality judgement task, and a free production task. The grammaticality 
judgement tasks are given in Appendix V, and are discussed below. The free 
production task is given in Appendix VI’ and will be discussed in Section 3.3.5. 
l\() SI 
3.3.4.1 THE GRAMMATICALITY JUDGEMENT TASK IN THE 
PRETEST 
The grammaticality judgement task used in the pretest consists of 50 items 
which can be divided into 4 categories: 
Category 1 Sentences consisting of paired ergatives 
4 verbs belonging to the category of paired ergatives ("break", "melt", "open", 
"dry") were used in the grammaticality judgement task. For each verb, 4 sentences 
were involved and made up totally 16 sentences for this category. An example of 
the sentences included in each verb is listed below: 
1. Tom broke the glass. 
2. The glass was broken. 
3. The glass broke. 
4. *The glass broke by Tom. 
Rationale of the design: 
This part of the grammaticality judgement task aimed at testing whether the 
learners had a correct understanding of the passive construction (item 1,2 and 4) 
and at testing their acceptability judgement of the paired ergative construction 
(item 3). The learners should have been able to reject item 4 if they had a thorough 
understanding of the passive construction. 
Category 2 Sentences consisting of unpaired ergatives 
4 verbs belonging to the category of unpaired ergatives ('‘happen，’，"fall", 
"die", "arrive") were used in the grammaticality judgement task. For each verb，4 
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sentences were involved (except for “arrive，，, and made up totally 15 sentences 
for this category. An example of the sentences included in each verb is listed 
below: 
5. The man died in his bed. 
6. *The man was died in his bed. 
7. *Tom died the man with a knife. 
8. *The man was died by Tom. 
Rationale of the design: 
This part of the grammaticality judgement task aimed at testing whether the 
learners had a correct understanding of the unpaired ergatives. The investigator 
predicted that the learners would accept item 5 and 6 in their judgement owing to 
their lack of awareness of the form-meaning mapping in the ergative construction. 
It was predicted that they may give a correct judgement on item 7 owing to the 
unfamiliarity of the use of the unpaired ergatives in a transitive construction. For 
item 8，it was predicted that their judgement may vary depending on the meaning 
of the verb. For instance, they may accept "happen" and ‘‘die，，in the passive form 
with-a by-phrase to a different extent owing to the difference in their familiarity to 
the correct replacement "caused" and "killed" respectively: 
4 
According to the sentence used in the GJ task (see appendix VI). the transitive used of "arrive" in 
this case will be: 
*Marv' arrived Tom late yesterday. 
The meaning of the ill-formed sentence is rather bizarre. Thus, this misuse of •"arrive"" is excluded 
from the grammaticality judgement task. 
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8a. *An accident was happened by a careless driver. 
8b. An accident was caused by a careless driver. 
8c. man was died by Tom. 
8d. The man was killed by Tom. 
Category 3 Sentences consisting of pure transitives. 
4 verbs belonging to the category of transitives ("cut", ‘‘hit,’，"chase", "see") 
were used in the grammaticality judgement task. For each verb, 3 sentences were 
involved and made up totally 12 sentences for this category. An example of the 
sentences involved in each verb is listed below: 
9. *Tom cut with a knife. 
10. Tom cut the bread with a knife. 
11. The bread was cut by Tom. 
Rationale of the design: 
This part of the grammaticality judgement task aimed at testing whether the 
learners had a correct understanding that the transitive sentences cannot stand 
alone without an object. It was predicted that the learners would perform the best 
in this verb category. 
Category 4 Distractors 
7 distractors were used in the pre-test; 
12. Tom saw the boat sinking. 
13. John read a book to the children, 
14 Tom goes to school everyday on foot 
15. Mary likes playing the guitar very much 
HO 54 
16. Peter had finished painting the wall yesterday. 
17. Tom ate the bread on the table. 
18. There was a boy standing at the corner of the park yesterday. 
The structures of the distractors were different from the rest of the tested 
items. They were placed randomly in the GJ task in the pretest to divert students' 
attention from the kind of structures that the GJ task aimed to address. The scores 
they got from the distractors were not counted in the analysis of the results. 
3.3.4.2 THE GRAMMATICALITY JUDGEMENT TASK IN THE 
POSTTESTS 
To ensure the comparability of results, the grammaticality judgement task 
was also used in both the first and second posttests. The measures undertaken to 
prevent the test from being completely identical are discussed below. 
The grammaticality judgement task used in the posttest was similar to that in 
the pretest. The differences lay in three aspects. First, 13 extra items were added 
in the posttest. Second, the distractors used in the pretest were not included in the 
posttest so that the number of items in the pretest and posttest were more or less the 
same (50 sentences in the pretest, 56 sentences in the posttest and second posttest). 
Third, there were some slight changes such as the name of the agent and theme in 
the posttest to minimize the effect of memorization from the pretest.^ 
A sample of the added items are listed below; 
�T h e reason why the extra items were not included in the pretest was bccausc the investigator 
discovered lhat tiiese items could serve as a more sensitive tool lo lest students‘ knowledge of the 
nature of the English ergative construction after the pretest had earned out. The investigator incd 
to keep the number of items in the pretest and posttest more or less the same by deleting the 
distractors in the pretest. 
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Category 5 Extra items 
19. *The glass broke to let the tea out. 
20. The glass was broken to let the tea out. 
21. *The world record broke. 
Rationale of the design: 
Similar constructions were also used by Chan (1997) as a means to test L2 
learners' knowledge of the ergative construction. Learners who had acquired the 
ergative construction were supposed to reject the ergative sentence with a purpose 
clause (item 19) as well as the ergative sentence containing a theme subject which 
is not internally causative (item 21). Their inability to judge these sentences 
correctly may imply that they have not internalized the semantic meaning of the 
ergative construction completely into their interlanguage grammar. 
The items in the grammaticality judgement task of the pretest, posttest and 
second posttest were randomized so that the items in the three grammaticality 
judgement tasks would not be in the same sequence. The aim of the 
grammaticality judgement task was to test the learners' linguistic intuition of the 
tested items. Therefore, the time given to finish the task was rather limited (about 
20 minutes). The subjects were not allowed to go back to the previous items that 
they had done to avoid "back correction" which was not motivated by their 
linguistic intuition. The teacher was present in the classroom throughout the 
period to ensure that the subjects followed the instructions. In doing the 
grammaticality judgement task, the subjects were required to decide whether the 
tested items were correct, incorrect or whether they were not sure of the answers. 
no 5f) 
They were then required to give a correction for those sentences which they 
claimed to be incorrect. This was to make sure that all the responses they made 
were target responses. The scoring of the responses will be discussed in more 
detail below in Section 3.4. 
3.3.5 THE FREE PRODUCTION TASK 
In the posttest and second posttest, the grammaticality judgement task was 
supplemented by a free production task. The questions of the free production task 
are given in Appendix VI The design of the free production task was to ask the 
students to make as many grammatical sentences as they can. A main verb and a 
theme object would be given to the students for each question. They were required 
to make as many grammatical sentences as they could using the words provided. 
The task is called a “free production task" because the subjects can freely produce 
sentences under the guideline and words given to them (See Appendix VI). The 
task aimed at testing their knowledge about the ergative construction in a less 
restricted manner. Of course, successful production of the ergative construction in 
the task did not imply that they could use the construction correctly in a provided 
context (i.e. to use the construction in a right situation). For example, students 
who could successfully produce the ergative construction in the free production 
task might only know the "form" of the construction but not the ‘‘meaning’，of it. 
The main purpose of the task was to see whether they had accepted the ergative 
construction, which was a structure they had not acquired before, in their 
Language Acquisition Device. The rationale of the task was that if the students 
accepted the ergative construction in their interlanguage grammar, they would be 
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able to show it in their production as well. Also, the task can test whether they 
really understood the internally causative nature of ergatives, which is a semantic 
restriction in formulating the ergative construction, by means of the tested items 
such as the "break/world record" pair in the task. Students who had a right 
understanding of the internal causative nature of the ergative construction would 
not produced ill-formed paired ergative construction such as “*The world record 
broke". The semantic restriction of the theme “the world record" makes it 
impossible to happen all by itself and thus the ergative form of the verb "break" is 
ungrammatical in this case. 
3.4 SCORING METHOD 
After the above discussion of the design of the research instruments in this 
study, the different ways to score the data obtained from the tasks are presented in 
this section. The statistical procedures used to analyze the data will then be 
discussed in Section 3.5. 
3.4.1 THE GRAMMATICALITY JUDGEMENT TASK 
As mentioned in section 3.3.4, the design of the GJ task (please refer to 
Appendix V for the unrandomised version of the Grammaticality Judgement task) 
required the students to give one choice out of three choices ("correct", “incorrect” 
and “not sure”）for each tested item. In addition, they were required to provide 
corrections for those items which they claimed to be incorrect. Based on this 
design，a various combinations of responses may be obtained from the students. 
These various combinations of responses were classified into 5 categories as 
follows for the ease of analysis: 
110 w 
1. Target response 
This category refers to cases in which the students gave a correct judgement 
of items in the task and provided correct corrections for the ungrammatical 
items. 
2. Target response (no correction) 
This category refers to cases in which the students could identify the 
ungrammaticality of the given items but they failed to provide a correction for 
these items. 
3. Non-target response 
This category refers to cases in which the students judged the ungrammatical 
item to be a grammatical one. 
4. Not sure 
This category refers to cases in which the students circle the "not sure" 
choices for the items in the task. 
5. Target response (wrong correction) 
This category refers to the cases in which the students could identify the 
ungrammaticality of the given items but their corrections were irrelevant to 
the particular ill-formed nature of those items. 
Students received 1 mark per target response. Marks were not given to 
the target response without any corrections because the investigator was not 
sure whether the students forgot to provide a right correction or whether they 
wrongly recognized the ungrammaticality of a particular item. For the rest of 
the responses (i.e. "non-target response", ‘‘not sure，，and “target response 
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(wrong correction)”)，0 marks were given as well. The errors in students' 
correction of the ungrammatical items are classified into different categories 
in the results chapters (Chapter 4 and Chapter 5). These errors are tabulated 
in Appendix I and are discussed in the two results chapters, Chapter 4 and 5. 
3.4.2 THE INTERPRETATION TASK AND THE PRODUCTION TASK 
As shown in section 3.3.2 and 3.3.3, the interpretation task and the production 
task were divided into two sections respectively (Please refer to Appendix II for a 
sample of the interpretation task and Appendix III for a sample of the production 
task). For both tasks, 1 mark was given per correct response in both sections. 
Students' performance in the interpretation task and the production task are 
compared and tabulated in Chapter 5, Section 5.6 to see the differences in 
performance of the students in doing the two tasks. 
3.4.3 THE FREE PRODUCTION TASK 
Due to the nature of the free production task, in which students were allowed 
to produce as many constructions as they could using the words given, it was 
impossible to do a quantitative analysis of the constructions they produced using a 
predetermined scoring procedure. Rather, the tendency of the students to produce 
a particular construction (both grammatical and ungrammatical) was observed 
from the results. The classification of the different types of construction that the 
subjects produced was done in an interpretive way, depending on the types of 
construction they produced in the task. The results of the free production task is 
believed to be important in seeing if there are differences between students who 
received the interpretation task and those who received the production task in the 
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production of the ergative construction. These results are discussed in the 
following chapter to address this question directly. 
3.5 STATISTICAL PROCEDURES 
Three statistical tests, the one-way ANOVA, the post hoc SchefFe test and the 
2-tailed paired samples t-test, were used to address the research questions stated in 
the last chapter (please refer to Chapter 2, section 2.7). In order to see the impact 
of the interpretation task and the production task on the students (Research 
Question 1 and 2), the one-way ANOVA^ was applied to the results of the 
Grammaticality Judgement tasks to examine the between-groups differences 
among the experimental groups in the pretest, the posttest as well as the second 
posttest. In other words, by running the one-way ANOVA using the SPSS 
program, the question of whether there was any significant difference in the 
performance of the experimental groups in the pretest, posttest and second posttest 
respectively can be solved. In case there was no significant difference in students' 
Grammaticality Judgement performance in the pretest but there were significant 
differences in the posttest and the second posttest, this implied that the 
experimental treatments had some significant differences in their impact on the 
students. 
In addition to the use of the one-way ANOVA, the post hoc Scheffe test was 
further used to check the significant differences between the two treatment groups 
0 
As suggested by the statistician that I consulted, one-way ANOVA was believed to be sufficient 
here when we analysed the different treatments among the experimental groups as ONE 
independent variable. 
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(i.e. the interpretation task groups and the production task group) and the other 
groups (i.e. the no task group and the control group), as well as the differences in 
performance between the two treatment groups (Research Question 3). 
The 2-tailed paired samples t-test was used to supplement the statistical tests 
mentioned above. It could provide further information about the differences in the 
performance of the students between the pretest, the posttest and the second 
posttest within each group. However, the main focus of the results presented in the 
following two chapters is still in the one-way ANOVA and the post hoc Scheffe 
test results because the improvements of a particular group were not too 
meaningful if such improvements could not result in a significant between-groups 
difference after the treatment period. 
In case of the free production task, descriptive statistical analysis was used 
instead of inferential statistics because the low production of a particular 
construction does not necessarily imply that the students do not know the 
construction. This will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2. 
The percentage of a particular construction produced by a particular group of 
students is calculated by the following formula: 
( n / N ) x 100 
n = no. of students in a group who produced a particular structure (e.g ergative) 
N= Total no. of students in that particular group 
Here is a summary of the statistical tests used in tackling the three research 
questions: 
Research Question 1: One-way ANOVA was used to see if there was any 
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significant difference between the groups of students in the grammaticality 
judgement tasks in the pretest, the posttest and the second posttest respectively. 
Post hoc Scheffe test was used to see if there was any between groups 
difference among the interpretation task group, the mere interpretation task group, 
the no task group and the control group in the pretest, posttest and the second 
posttest respectively. 
Descriptive statistical analysis was used to analyse the results from the free 
production task to see if there was any difference in students' eagerness to produce 
the ergative construction. 
Research Question 2: One-way ANOVA was used to see if there was any 
significant difference between the groups of students in the grammaticality 
judgement tasks in the pretest, the posttest and the second posttest respectively. 
Post hoc Scheffe test was used to see if there was any between-groups 
difference among the production task group, the no task group and the control 
group in the pretest, posttest and the second posttest respectively. 
Descriptive statistical analysis was used to analyse the results from the free 
production task to see if there was any difference in students' eagerness to produce 
the ergative construction. 
Research Question 3- One-way ANOVA was used to see if there was any 
significant difference between the groups of students in the grammaticality 
judgement tasks in the pretest, the posttest and the second posttest respectively. 
Post hoc Scheffe test was used to see if there was any between groups 
difference among the interpretation task group and the production task group in the 
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pretest, posttest and the second posttest respectively. 
Descriptive statistical analysis was used to analysis the results from the free 
production task to see if there was any difference in students' eagerness to produce 
the ergative construction. 
3.6 PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 
The presentation of results in this thesis is divided into two chapters. The first 
result chapter (Chapter 4: Key Findings) includes the results of the grammaticality 
judgement tasks and the free production task. They are presented in a way to 
address the three key issues mentioned in Chapter 2, section 2.7 directly. First, the 
performance of the interpretation task groups was reported, followed by the 
production task group and then a comparison between the performance of the 
interpretation task group and the production task group. 
The second chapter (Chapter 5 Results: Further Observations) serves as a 
supplement to the data presented in Chapter 4. It captures some findings which 
are not mentioned explicitly in Chapter 4. The main reason why presentation of 
the results is divided into two chapters is because of the complexity of the 
grammaticality judgement task, which, somewhat unexpectedly, gave rise to a 
huge amount of data. Dividing the presentation of the results into two chapters 
helps to bring out the significant results obviously and systematically, via an 
analysis of the key findings in Chapter 4, and to capture some further observations 
in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 4 RESULTS: KEY FINDINGS 
In this chapter (Chapter 4), the key findings are presented in order to 
address the research questions directly, based on the statistical analysis of the 
results of the grammaticality judgement tasks? used in the pretest and posttests. 
The findings of the free production task used in the posttests will also be presented. 
The following chapter (Chapter 5) will give a closer analysis of selected item 
results. The final chapter (Chapter 6) will offer further discussion and 
interpretation of the results. 
The overall results of the grammaticality judgement task are presented 
below in three steps, according to the statistical analysis performed: 
1) first, the overall between-groups ANOVA; 
2) second, the between-groups ANOVA according to the subcategory of 
ergative (paired and unpaired); 
3) third, the findings which address four specific key issues in the 
students' grammaticality judgement. These issues are; 
a) the students' judgement of the paired ergative construction, and 
‘ of 
b) the passive form of the paired ergative construction; 
c) the problem of overgeneralization of the ergative construction 
to the passive construction; and 
As discussed above in Chapter 3. the grammaticality judgement task (Appendix II) was very 
slightly modified in each of the three sittings: however, the comparability of the task was airefiilly 
ensured. Therefore, it shall be referred to henceforth as the ••grammaticality judgemem task.’ not 
“tasks”. “ 
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d) the problem of the overgeneralization of the passive 
construction to the paired ergative construction. 
The findings of the free production task used in the posttest will also be presented. 
Each of the findings will be evaluated in light of the research questions, 
which are restated here for ease of reference: 
RQ 1. a. What is the effect of the interpretation task (with grammar 
instruction) in the learning of the English ergative construction? 
b. What is the effect of the mere interpretation task (without 
grammar instruction) in the learning of the English ergative 
construction? 
RQ 2. What is the effect of the production task in the learning of the English 
ergative construction? 
RQ 3. Is the interpretation task more effective than the production task in 
the learning of the English ergative construction with respect to the 
students' grammaticality judgement and production? 
It is important to recall, based on the literature review in Chapter 2, that the 
predicted outcome was that students who receive the interpretation task should 
perform as well as those who receive the production task (Cadierno and VanPatten 
1993), and indeed, that the interpretation task may be more effective than the 
production task in promoting the development of implicit knowledge (Ellis 1993). 
Therefore, it was predicted 
1) With regard to Research Question 1. that students who were given the 
interpretation task treatment, either u iih or without formal grammar 
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instruction, should perform better on the posttest (and also, on the 
second posttest) than the control group (and also, than the group given 
formal grammar instruction alone); 
2) With regard to Research Question 2, that students who were given the 
production task treatment (with formal grammar instruction), should 
perform better on the posttest (and also, on the second posttest) than the 
control group (and also, than the group given formal grammar 
instruction alone); 
3) With regard to Research Question 3, that students who were given the 
interpretation task treatment should perform as well or better as the 
students who were given the production task treatment, on both the 
posttest and the second posttest. 
4.1 OVERALL RESULTS 
Tables 4.1-4.4 below show the overall between-groups ANOVA for Schools A 
and C (4.1-4.2) and School B (4.3-4.4). The statistical computation for School B 
was done separately because of the difference in the timing of the second posttest 
and the fiinction of School B in replicating the experiment, as discussed above in 
Chapter 3. As also discussed above, School C, i.e., the mere interpretation group, 
did not participate in the second posttest for logistical reasons. The computation of 
the overall ANOVA included all of the groups, i.e., the treatment groups, the no 
task group and the control group, in order to probe for the most general between-
groups comparisons. 
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Table -/. I Between-groups differences in the pretest and posttest (School A and School C) 
ANOVA 
df F Si^ 
Pretest total score Between 4 0.402 0.806 
Groups 
Within Groups 67 
Total 71 
Posttest total score Between 4 2.446 0.056 
Groups 
Within Groups 61 
Total ^ 
As shown in Table 4.1 above, ANOVA showed that the between-groups 
difference was insignificant for the pretest (total score). For the posttest (total 
score), the between-groups difference was only near significant. However, the 
numerical difference in the significance levels was quite striking (0.806 vs. 0.056), 
suggesting that some overall effect of the treatments could be claimed. 
In the second posttest in School A (as shown in Table 4.2 below), ANOVA 
failed to show any significance in the between-groups difference. 
Table 4.2 Between-groups difference in the posttest (School A) 
ANOVA 
‘ I Df I F ~ S i i ^ ~ 
2nd posttest total score Between 2 2.188 0.133 
Groups  
Within Groups 25 
Total Ti 
The results of the overall ANOVA for School B, as shown below, were more 
disappointing than for School A. 
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Table 4.3 Between-groups difference in the pretest and posttest (School B) 
ANOVA  
Df F Si^ 
Pretest total score Between 3 1.988 0.131 
Groups  
Within Groups 41 
Total 44 
Posttest total score Between 3 1.286 0.292 
Groups  
Within Groups 41 
Total 44 
As can be seen in Table 4.3, ANOVA showed that there was no significant 
between-groups difference in the pretest (total score) as well as the posttest (total 
score) in school B. 
In the second posttest (as shown below), ANOVA showed that there was no 
significant between-groups difference among the groups. 
Table 4.4 Between-groups difference in the T"^posttest (School B) 
ANOVA  
D f F ^ 
2nd posttest total score Between 2 0.309 0.738 
Groups  
Within Groups 19 
Total 2\ 
Although the results of the most general ANOVA were negative and 
inconclusive, especially for School B, it was decided that the statistical analysis 
should probe further within the subcategories of the results. This was decided, in 
particular, because of the near-significant result in Schools A and C 
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4.2 RESULTS BY SUBTYPE OF ERGATIVE 
The between-groups differences in the two populations (Schools A and C, 
and School B) were recomputed according to the results of the grammaticality 
judgement of the two subcategories of ergative: paired ergatives and unpaired 
ergatives. This was done because the students' judgements may have differed 
according to the grammatical subcategory. The results of this analysis are 
presented in Tables 4.5-4.8 below. The p-values which reached statistical 
significance are highlighted in bold. 
Table 4.5 Between-groups differences in the pretest, posttest (School A and School C) 
ANOVA 
— D f F Si^ 
Paired ergatives total Between 4 0.883 0.479 
score (pretest) Groups 
Within Groups 67 
Total “ 71 
Unpaired ergatives Between 4 1.111 0.359 
total score (pretest) Groups  
Within Groups 67 
Total 71 
Paired ergatives total Between 4 4.38 0.004~~ 
score (posttest) Groups 
Within Groups 61 
Total ^ 
Unpaired ergatives Between 4 1.032 0 .398^ 
total score (posttest) Groups 
Within Groups 61 
Total ^ 
As could be expected from the near-significant result of the posttest shown in 
Table 4.1, the more detailed probing by subcategory revealed a significant 
between-groups difference (p= 0.004) in one of the subcategories，the 
grammaticality judgement of the paired ergatives. This result was further analyzed 
using the post hoc Scheffe test, which showed a significant difference (p=0.010) 
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between the production group (Group 2) and the control group (Group 4). The post 
hoc SchefFe test, however, did not reveal any significant difference between the 
interpretation task group (Group 1) and the no task group (Group 3), as well as 
between the interpretation task group (Group 1) and the control group (Group 4). 
These results suggest a positive effect of the production task treatment on the 
learning of paired ergatives, in partial response to Research Question 2 (the 
question of the effect of the production task on the learning of the ergative 
construction). 
Table 4.6 below can be compared to Table 4.2. As suggested in the latter, 
there should be no significant difference in the second posttest in School A, and 
indeed the probing by subcategory did not reveal any significant between-groups 
difference. 
Table 4.6 Between-groups difference in the T"^ posttest (School A) 
ANOVA 
I df I F Sig；~~ 
Paired ergatives total Between 2 1.776 0.19 
score (2nd posttest) Groups 
Within Groups 25 
Total T! 
Unpaired ergatives Between 2 2.305 0.121 
total score Groups 
posttest) 
Within Groups 25 
Total Z7 
Below is a more detailed analysis of the pretest and posttest scores in 
School B. 
Although according to the overall ANOVA analysis (Tables 4.3-4.4), one 
might not expect any significant results from School B, the analysis by 
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subcategory of ergative did reveal a surprising pattern. As shown in Table 4.7 
below, ANOVA revealed that there was a significant between-groups difference 
for the unpaired ergative scores in the pretest as well as the posttest. A post hoc 
Scheffe test performed on this result failed to show any significant difference 
between particular groups. However, this result suggests that there was already 
some significant between-groups difference in the pretest, and that this may have 
affected the controlled nature of the experiment and have contributed to the 
negative nature of the results from School B. 
Table 4.7 Between-groups difference in the pretest and posttest (School B) 
ANOVA 
Paired ergatives total Between 3 0.647 ~~0.589 
score (pretest) Groups 
Within Groups 41 
Total 44 
Unpaired ergatives Between 3 3.323 0.029 
total score (pretest) Groups 
Within Groups 41 
Total 44 
Paired ergatives total Between 3 2.036 0.124 
score (posttest) Groups 
Within Groups 41 
Total 44 
Unpaired ergatives Between 3 4.284 0.01 
total score (posttest) Groups 
Within Groups 41 
Total 44   
Unlike the first posttest, the results of the second posttest in School B, when 
analyzed by subcategory, are entirely consistent with the overall ANOVA reported 
in Table 4.4. As shown in Table 4.8 below, no significant differences were revealed 
in the second posttest. 
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Table 4.8 Between-groups difference in the posttest (school B) 
ANOVA 
Df F S i^ 
Paired ergatives total Between 2 0.318 0.731 
score (2nd posttest) Groups 
Within Groups 19 
Total 21 
Unpaired ergatives Between 2 0.253 0.779 
total score (2nd Groups 
posttest) 
Within Groups 19 
Total 2\ 
The above results suggest that the production task treatment was partially 
effective in School A, while the experiment did not yield positive results in School 
B. The results are disappointing in that a significant between-groups difference 
was not shown with respect to the effect of the interpretation task, i.e., in response 
to Research Question 1. This lack of statistical significance also makes it difficult 
to answer Research Question 3 (the question of the comparison of the 
effectiveness of the interpretation task and the production task). 
Nevertheless, given the large quantity of the data obtained, the researcher felt 
that forther analysis was possible. The remaining parts of this chapter will present 
a further subanalysis of the data on grammaticality judgement, as well as some of 
the data from the free production task. The latter are analyzed qualitatively rather 
than quantitatively. Further implications for answering the research questions will 
be drawn from the analysis, and later elaborated on in Chapter 6. 
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4.3 DETAILED RESULTS OF GRAMMATICALITY 
JUDGEMENT TASK 
The analysis in this section focuses on four interrelated issues in the students' 
grammaticality judgement of the ergative construction. Together, these can be 
taken to characterize and differentiate the students' ability to judge the 
grammaticality of the ergative construction. These further subcategories were 
developed by the researcher based on both the theoretical expectations as outlined 
in the literature review, and the patterns revealed in the data. They are: 
1) The learners' ability to judge the grammaticality of the paired ergatives; 
2) The learners' ability to judge the grammaticality of the passive form of 
paired ergatives; 
3) The learners' tendency to overgeneralize the ergative construction to the 
passive construction; 
4) The learners' tendency to overgeneralize the passive construction to the 
paired ergative construction. 
The above problematic issues are used below to subcategorize the results of the 
learners' performance in the grammaticality judgement task. The results are 
presented according to the treatment task groups, as follows: 
a) the interpretation task groups, 
b) the interpretation and mere interpretation groups compared with 
each other, 
c) the production task groups, and 
d) the interpretation and production task groups compared with each 
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Other. 
Within this classification, patterns of significance are extracted and will be further 
summarized and discussed in Section 4.4. 
4.3.1 DETAILED RESULTS OF THE INTERPRETATION TASK 
GROUPS (WITH GRAMMAR INSTRUCTION) 
The results presented in this section aimed at tackling part of Research 
Question 1, which concerned the effect of the interpretation task (with grammar 
instruction) in helping the L2 learners to learn the English ergative construction. 
Table 4.9 % of target response in the ergative form of paired ergatives (posttest) 
I School A I School B 
group 1 Group2 Group3 GT0up4 Group 1 GToup2 Group3 GT0Up4 GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Ergative m tT ^ ITO Til 512 m 
"melt" 
Ergative 75 90 W i 30 ^ m TLS 2L7 J H 
"break" (0.005) (0.001) 
Ergative ^ 90 ^ 29 iM m ^ 21J ^ 
"dry" (Q.Oll) (Q.0Q5) (0.004) (O.QQl)  
Ergative 75~ 90 ^ H I ^ m T l l ^ 50 
"open" (0.033)1 (0.001)| (0.030)|  
In judging the grammaticality of the paired ergative construction (e.g. 
"The glass broke", please refer to Table 4.9 above), 2-tailed paired samples t-test 
showed that the improvement for Group 1 students after the treatment was 
significant for some of the tested items (p values as shown in the bracket in the 
table). In running the ANOVA, although it showed a significant between-groups 
difference in the posttest in School A for some of the tested items ("break" 
F(4,60)- 4.723, p二 0.02; "dry" F(4,61)= 6.533, p= 0.0001; "open" F(4, 61)= 6.126, 
p=0.000), post hoc Scheffe tests showed that the difference between Group 1 and 
Group 3 was only significant for the item "dry" (p=0.030) and near significant for 
“open’，（p二0.067). There was no significant difference between Group 1 and 
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Group 4, 
In the case of School B, ANOVA showed that there was a significant 
between-groups difference for most of the tested items (“break，，F(3,41)= 8.386, 
p= 0.000; "dry" F(3’41)二 12.220, p二 0.000; "open" F(3,41)- 4.108, p= 0.012). 
Post hoc Scheffe tests showed that the difference between Group 1 and Group 4 
was significant for "dry" (p=0.001) and "open" (p=0.036). There was no 
significant difference between Group 1 and Group 3. 
From the results obtained from ANOVA and Post hoc Scheffe tests, School A 
students showed a difference between the treatment groups (both Group 1 and 2) 
and the no task group. On the other hand, school B students failed to show such 
difference. Such a disparity between the two schools might be due to the different 
degree of readiness of the students to learn the ergative construction, which will be 
discussed in Chapter 6. 
Table 4,10 % of target response in the passive form of paired ergatives (posttest) 
[School A ISchoolB 
Group 1 Group2 Group3 Group4 group 1 group2 Group3 Group4 Groups 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Passive ^ 50 451 ^ S H 444 ^ 
"melt" 
Passive ^ m ^ 50 ^ 444 ^ 100 
"break" 
Passive ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 57T ^ T ^ SIS 
"dry" 
Passive ^ TO ^ ^ 50 85J 5 l6 ^ IW 
"open" 
In judging the grammaticality of the passive form of the paired ergatives 
after the treatments (e.g. ‘The glass was broken", see Table 4.10 above), Group 1 
students in School A showed a less determinate judgement than Group 3 and 
Group 4. Although ANOVA did not show any between-groups difference in the 
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posttest, this could still show that their original knowledge of the passive 
construction had been triggered to some extent owing to the introduction of the 
new paired ergative construction. 
Table 4.11 Over-generalization of ergative construction to passive construction 
(posttest) 
ISchool A SchoolB 
Group 1 Group2 Group3 group4 group 1 Group2 group 3 Group4 Group5 
(N=8)% (N= 10)% (N= 11)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Passive 0 0 0 4 5 l 50 ^ ^ ^ 
"melt" 
Passive fL5 10 0 12 50 0 2 l 2 I s 0 
"break" 
Passive y j J 40 oT U ^ ^ h T U 1^7 
"dry" ( 0 ^ 
Passive n J ^ 0 0 ^ 0 ^ 43 0 
"open" 
In the case of the over-generalization of the ergative construction to 
passive construction (e.g. students over-corrected the items such as “the glass 
was broken" in the grammaticality judgement task to “The glass broke", see Table 
8.11 above), the interpretation task group students (Group 1) in School A 
committed more errors of this type after the treatment when compared with the no 
task group (Group 3) and the control group (Group 4). For school A, 2-tailed 
paired samples t-test showed that the difference between the pretest and the 
posttest was near significant for all the tested items except "melt" (p= 0.078 in all 
cases). Moreover, ANOVA showed that there was a between-groups difference in 
all the items ("melt" F(4,60)= 5.079 p= 0.001; “break，，F(4,60)= 4.327 p= 0.004; 
“dry” F(4,60)= 3.598 p= 0.011; “open” F(4,60)= 5.889 p=0.000). Post hoc 
Scheffe test showed that the difference was significant between Group 1 and 
Group 3 (“break，’ p= 0.017; “open” p= 0.002), Group 1 and Group 4 (“break” p= 
0.009; “open’，p二 0.002). 
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In School B, ANOVA showed a between-groups difference in "break" 
(F(3,41)= 4.047 p= 0.013) and “open”（F(3.41)= 4.047 p= 0.013). Post hoc 
Scheffe tests showed that the difference was significant between Group 1 and 
Group 4 ("break" p= 0.027; "open" p= 0.027) and near significant between Group 
1 and Group 2 (“break” p二 0.055; “open” p二 0.055). 
Table 4.12 Over-passivization of the ergative construction posttest) 
I School A I School B 
Group 1 Group2 group3 Group4 group 1 g roup2 |g roup3 |Group4 Groups 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Ergative 0 0 9T 12 0 iTT ^ 0 
"melt" 
Ergative 115 10 54^ 412 W l 0 l U W e ^ 
"break" (0.035) 
Ergative YLS 10 ^ 0 1 4 . 3 iTT 
W (0.004) 
Ergative 25 10 63.6 51.6 16.7 0 f u WZ ^ 
"open" (0.037)1 I I I I (0.013)| (0.025) 
In viewing students' overpassivization of the paired ergative construction 
(e.g. students over-corrected the items such as "The glass broke" to "The glass was 
broken" in the grammaticality judgement task, see Table 4.12 above), Group 1 
students in School A committed fewer errors of this type after the treatment. 2-
tailed paired samples t-test showed that Group 1 students' improvement reached a 
near significant value for the paired ergatives except "melt" (p二 0.080 in all cases). 
As for Group 3 and Group 4 students, there was no difference before and after the 
treatment. In addition, although ANOVA showed a between-groups difference for 
some of the tested items (“break” F(4,61)=2.533, p=0.049, “dry，，F(4,61)=4.123, 
p=0.005), post hoc Scheffe tests failed to show any between-groups difference 
among students in Group 1, 3 and 4. 
For School B, ANOVA showed a between-groups difference for most of the 
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tested items (“break，，F(3,41)= 8.725, p= 0.000; “dry” F(3,41)= 14.101, p= 0.000; 
“open” F(3，41)= 8.725, p二 0.000). The post hoc Scheffe test showed that the 
difference was significant between Group 1 and Group 4 (“break” p= 0.05, “dry” 
p= 0.004, “open” p= 0.007). However, there was no significant difference 
between Group 1 and Group 3 students in School B. 
The results obtained in the second posttest were similar with the posttest for 
students in both schools. (For a summary of the results with respect to this 
phenomenon, please refer to Chapter 4, Table 4.9) 
Smnmarv of the detailed results of the interpretation task groups (with 
grammar instruction^ 
The positive impact of the interpretation task on the learning of the English 
ergative construction was observed in some of the tested items in the 
grammaticality judgement task. First, students' ability to judge the grammaticality 
of the paired ergative construction improved. Second, their tendency to 
overpassivize the paired ergative construction declined. 
On the other hand, students' knowledge about the passive construction 
seemed to be affected by the task treatment in a negative way. Their judgement of 
the passive construction became less determinate^ after the task treatment. In 
addition, they began to generalize the ergative construction to the passive 
construction in the grammaticality judgement task. 
s As defined in Chapter 2. section 2.4�“determinate/indetennmate" refers to the degree of 
consistency in students" judgement. 
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4.3.2 DETAILED RESULTS OF THE INTERPRETATION TASK 
GROUP (WITH GRAMMAR INSTRUCTION) COMPARED 
WITH THE MERE INTERPRETATION TASK GROUP 
The results presented in this section aimed at tackling part of Research 
Question 1, which concerned the difference in the effect of the mere interpretation 
task and the interpretation task(with grammar instruction) in helping the L2 
learners to learn the English ergative construction. 
The overall results, reported above in Section 4.1 of this chapter in Table 4.1, 
did not reveal any significant difference between the different interpretation task 
groups (Group 1 in Schools A and B, Group 5 in School C) in the pretest or the 
posttest. In the pretest, although there was a difference in bandings among the 
interpretation task groups in the three schools (School A and B: Band 2; School C: 
Band 1)，there was no significant difference in the performance of the 
interpretation task group students in the three schools. In other words, the 
interpretation task group students from the three schools had a similar level of 
knowledge in the English passive construction and the ergative construction 
before the experiment, ensuring the comparability of the results. Post hoc Scheffe 
tests .performed on the posttest results also showed that there was no significant 
difference between the interpretation task group (Group 1) and the mere 
interpretation task group (Group 5) in their general score after the treatment. 
In order to probe for patterns of difference before and after the treatment, the 
analysis below examines the details of students' performance in the particular 
items in the grammaticality judgement task. 
After the treatment, both Group 1 and Group 5 students performed better in 
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judging the grammaticality of the paired ergative construction (see Table 4.9 
in section 4.3.1). 2-tailed paired samples t-test showed that the improvement was 
more apparent for Group 1 students than Group 5 students (p value as shown in the 
brackets in the table). However, post hoc Scheffe tests failed to show any 
significant difference between Group 1 and Group 5 students. 
Comparing the performance of the students in judging the passive form of 
paired ergatives (see table 4.10 in section 4.3.1), Group 1 students became less 
determinate to a greater extent than Group 5 students. However, such difference 
did not reach a significant value when tested by the post hoc Scheffe test. 
In the case of the over-generalization of the ergative construction to 
passive construction (e.g. "The glass was broken" — "The glass broke", see Table 
4.11 in section 4.3.1), Group 1 students committed errors of this type more than 
Group 5 students. 2-tailed paired samples t-test showed that the difference 
between the pretest and the posttest was near significant for most of the tested 
items except "melt" (p=0.078 in all cases) for Group 1 students in school A. 
Moreover, when comparing Group 1 students from both schools with Group 5 
students, ANOVA showed that the overgeneralization error was significantly 
higher in Group 1. Post hoc Scheffe test showed that the difference was significant 
between Group 1 (school A) and Group 5 ("break" p= 0.05; "open" p - 0.040) and 
near significant between Group 1 (School B) and Group 5 ("break" p二0.09; "open" 
p=0.09). 
In brief, the interpretation group students (with grammar instruction) seemed 
to be adversely affected most in determining the grammaticality of the passive 
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construction when compared with the production task group and the mere 
interpretation task group. 
4.3.3 DETAILED RESULTS OF THE PRODUCTION TASK GROUPS 
The results presented in this section aimed at tackling Research Question 2, 
which concerned the effect of the production task in helping the L2 learners to 
learn the English ergative construction. 
In judging the paired ergative construction, the production task group 
(Group 2) showed a significant improvement in most of the tested items (tested by 
2-tailed paired samples t-test, please refer to Table 4.9 in section 4.3.1 for the p 
value (as shown in the brackets in the table)). ANOVA showed that the difference 
in the percentage of target response between the groups was significant in School 
A for most of the tested items ("break" F(4,60)= 4.723, p= 0.02; "dry" F(4,61)= 
6.533, p=0.0001; "open" F(4,61)= 6.126, p=0.000) in the posttest. The post hoc 
Scheffe tests showed a significant difference between the production group (Group 
2) and the no task group (Group 3) for ergative "break" (p=0.050) and "open" (p= 
0.037). Moreover, there was also a significant difference between the production 
group and the control group (Group 4) for the tested items ("break" p= 0.016, 
"dry" p= 0.009, "open" p - 0.003). 
In the case of School B, ANOVA showed that there was a significant 
between-groups difference for most of the tested items ("break" F(3,41)-= 8.386, 
p= 0.000; “dry,, F(3,41)= 12.220, p= 0.000; “open” F(3,41)= 4.108, p= 0.012). 
The post hoc Scheffe tests showed a significant difference between the production 
task group (Group 2) and the control group (Group 4) ("break" p二 0.001; ‘�dry,’ p= 
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0.000; ‘‘open，，p= 0.002). However, there was no significant difference between 
the production task group and the no task group (Group 3). The possible reasons 
why there was no between-groups difference among the treatment groups (i.e. the 
interpretation task group, the production task group and the no task group) in 
School B will be discussed later in Chapter 6. 
In the second posttest, students' acceptance of the paired ergative 
construction in both schools did not change much when compared with the 
posttest. 
Table 4.13 % of target response in “paired ergative + by-phrase ” (posttest) 
ISchool A I School B 
Group! Group2 Group3 Group4 group 1 Group! Group3 Group4 Group5 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
•iU-fonn ^ 90 90 6^5 66?7 7L4 f l S 717 50 
"melt" (0.030) 
*ill-form ^ IW i m 819 100 E j ^ 9L3 ^ 
"break" (0.Q37)  
•ill-form 15 m Ks 753 813 STT ^ ^ 
"dry" (0.037) 
*ill-form ^ 100 l U S5J ^ 95?7 ^ 
"open" (0.030)1 
The judgement of the "paired ergative + by-phrase" construction (e.g. 
"*The glass broke by Tom", see Table 4.13 above) also showed improvement in 
the production task groups in both schools. 2-tailed paired samples t-test showed 
that the difference was significant for some of the tested items (p values as shown 
in the brackets in the table). However, there was no significant between-groups 
difference between Group 2 and Group 3, as well as Group 2 and Group 4. 
From the data obtained, the production task group in both schools showed an 
insignificant trend of decline in the correctness of their judgement in judging the 
“paired ergative + by-phrase” construction (compared Table 4.14 & 4.15 in 
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Appendix I), “passive + purpose clause，，construction (e.g. “The window was 
opened to let the bird in", compare Table 4.16 & 4.17 in Appendix 1) and “paired 
ergative + purpose clause" construction (e.g. “*The window opened to let the bird 
in”，see Table 4.18 & 4.19 in Appendix I) in the second posttest. This may shed 
light on the short-term effect of the production task, which will be discussed in 
Chapter 6. 
Table 4.20 Failure in recognizing the incompatibility of ergatives and purpose 
clauses posttest)  
I School A I School B 
Group 1|Group2 |group3~ group 1 group! group3 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•puipose 419 % ^ ^ 8 l7 
"melt" (0.037) 
•purpose ^ 90 oT W i ^ ^ 
"break"  
^purpose W e 90 ^ ^ 419 W l 
"dry" (0.050) 
•purpose 143 ^ ^ 57T 
"open"  
In addition, students who received the production task in both schools did 
worse in recognizing the incompatibility of the ergative construction and the 
purpose clause in the second posttest when compared with their performance in 
the posttest (see Table 4.20 above). 2-tailed paired samples t-test showed that the 
difference between the posttest and second posttest was significant for the 
production task group in School A (p values as shown in the brackets in the table). 
Moreover, ANOVA showed that there was a between-groups difference for some 
of the items in School A (“break” F(2,25)= 12.334 p 二 0.000; "dry" F(2,25)- 4.012 
p= 0.031). Post hoc Scheffe tests showed a significant difference between Group 2 
and group 3 (“break” p : 0.000) as well as Group 1 and Group 2 (“dry” p= 0.035). 
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Summary of the detailed results 
The positive impact of the production task on the learning of the English 
ergative construction was observed in some of the tested items in the 
grammaticality judgement task. Students' ability to judge the grammaticality of 
the paired ergative construction and the “paired ergative + by-phrase" construction 
improved after the treatment. 
On the other hand, the effect of the production task seemed to be a short-term 
one. A trend of decline in the correctness of the judgement was observed in their 
judgement of (i) the "paired ergative + by phrase" construction, (ii) the "passive + 
purpose clause" construction and (iii) the "paired ergative + purpose clause" 
construction. 
Also, their ability in recognizing the incompatibility of the ergative 
construction and the purpose clause declined in the second posttest. This was 
shown by a significant increase in their acceptance of this construction in the 
second posttest. 
4.3.4 DETAILED RESULTS OF THE INTERPRETATION TASK 
GROUP COMPARED WITH THE PRODUCTION TASK 
GROUP 
The results presented in this section aimed at tackling Research Question 3, 
which concerned the difference in the effect of the interpretation task and the 
production task in helping the L2 learners to learn the English ergative 
construction. 
For most of the cases in the grammaticality judgement task in the posttest, the 
performance of the interpretation task group and the production task group was 
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similar. However, in the second posttest, the interpretation task group continued to 
show some improvement in some of the tested items such as the "passive + 
purpose clause" construction (compare Table 4.16 & 4.17 in Appendix I) and 
“paired ergative + purpose dause”(compare Table 4.18 & 4.19 in Appendix I), 
while the production task group did worse in some of the tested items mentioned in 
the section 4.3.3. 
In addition, in viewing students' acceptance of ‘‘paired ergative + purpose 
clause" construction (see Table 4.20 in section 4.3.3), the interpretation task group 
students also showed a difference when compared with the production task group 
students. Comparing the results in the posttest and second posttest, the percentage 
of errors Group 1 students in both schools committed stayed more or less the same. 
However, Group 2 students from both schools did worse in recognizing the 
incompatibility of the ergative construction and the purpose clause in the second 
posttest when compared with their performance in the posttest. 2-tailed paired 
samples t-test showed that the difference between the posttest and the second 
posttest was significant for the production task group in School A (p values as 
shown in the brackets in the table in Table 4.20) 
The ANOVA showed that there was a between-groups difference for some of 
the tested items in school A ("break" F(2，25)= 12.334 p= 0.000; "dry" F(2,25)= 
4.012 p=0.031), post hoc Scheffe test showed that there was a significant 
difference between Group 1 and Group 2 (‘‘dry” p二 0.035) as well as Group 2 and 
Group 3 (“break” p= 0.000). 
HO 86 
4.4. ANALYSIS OF KEY FINDINGS OF THE 
GRAMMATICALITY JUDGEMENT TESTS 
In this section, the detailed results discussed above are tabulated for ease of 
reference, and their implications for the research questions are discussed. 
4.4.1 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE TREATMENT GROUPS (the 
interpretation task group & the production task group) AND THE 
OTHER GROUPS (the no task group & the control group) 
The table below demonstrates the impact of the task treatments (both the 
interpretation task and the production task) on the students when compared with 
the no task group and the control group. The number of "ticks" in the table 
indicates the number of items in the particular category of the grammaticality 
judgement task which shows a difference between the two groups under 
comparison. In other words, the more the “ticks”，the more apparent the impact of 
the task treatments on the students. Significant differences are highlighted in bold. 
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Table 4.21 Differences in grammaticality judgements between treatment groups and control 
groups in the posttest 
Acceptability of Acceptability of Over- Over-
the paired the passive generalization of generalization of 
ergative construction ergatives to passives to paired 
construction passive ergative 
construction construction 
Group 1 Significantly higher � �� 
vs. Groups 
Insignificantly higher 
Significantly lower  
Insignificantly lower V W ^|^|^J 
Group 2 Significantly higher -yj^ 
vs. Groups 
Insignificantly higher ^ ^ 
Significantly lower  
Insignificantly lower 
Group 1 Significantly higher �� 
vs. Group4 
Insignificantly higher  
Significantly lower  
Insignificantly lower 
Group 2 Significantly higher � W 
vs. Group4 
Insignificantly higher • y j j 
Significantly lower  
Insignificantly lower ~ A / W W V 
The table highlights information in answer to Research Question 3, which 
concerned the differences in the impact of the interpretation task and the 
production task on the L2 learners in learning the English ergative construction. 
As shown in the table, the performance of the production group was better 
than the interpretation task group in two aspects: 
1. The production task group's improvement in their judgement of the paired 
ergative construction was more obvious than the interpretation task group 
when compared with the no task group and the control group (as illustrated by 
the more number of “ticks” in the "significantly higher" column). 
2. The production task group committed fewer errors in the overgeneralization 
of the ergative construction to the passive construction when compared with 
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the interpretation task group (as illustrated by the fewer number of "ticks" in 
the "significantly higher” column). 
For the rest of the items, the impact of the two types of task treatment was 
similar with each other. In the posttest, both treatment groups showed a decrease 
in (i) students' acceptance of the passive construction and (ii) their tendency in 
overgeneralizing the passive construction to the paired ergative construction when 
compared with the no task group and the control group. 
4.4.2 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE INTERPRETATION TASK 
GROUP AND THE MERE INTERPRETATION TASK GROUP IN 
THE POSTTEST 
Table 4.22 Differences in grammaticality judgements between the interpretation group (with 
grammar instruction) and the mere interpretation group in the posttest 
Interpretation task group Mere interpretation task group 
Passive construction lower % of target response higher % of target response 
Over-generalization of Significantly higher significantly lower 
the ergative construction 
to the passive 
construction  
The table above shows the difference in the performance of the interpretation 
task group and the mere interpretation task group in the posttest, which was part of 
the concern of Research Question 1. The mere interpretation task group showed a 
higher percentage of target response in judging the grammaticality of the passive 
construction in the posttest when compared with the interpretation task group. 
Moreover, in viewing the error in overgeneralizing the ergative construction to the 
passive construction, the mere interpretation task group was significantly lower 
than the interpretation task group. 
Based on these observations, the interpretation task group students seemed to 
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be more adversely affected by the treatments than the mere interpretation task 
group students in the posttest. 
4.4.3 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE INTERPRETATION TASK 
GROUP AND THE PRODUCTION TASK GROUP IN THE 
SECOND POSTTEST 
Table 4.23 Differences in grammaticality judgements between the interpretation task group (with 
grammar instruction) and the production task group in the second posttest 
Interpretation task group Production task group 
"Passive + purpose clause" Improving Declining 
construction (table 4.2-3) 
* "Paired ergative + purpose Improving Declining 
clause" construction (table 5.2-3) 
* "Paired ergative + by-phrase" The same as posttest Declining 
construction (table 3.2-3) 
Accepted * "paired ergative + The same as posttest Increasing in their acceptance 
purpose clause" construction of this ill-formed construction 
(table 10.2-3) 
Table 4.23 above illustrates the differences in the performance of the 
interpretation task group and the production task group in the grammaticality 
judgement task in the second posttest, which was part of the concern of Research 
Question 3. From the results obtained, the production task group did worse in the 
second posttest in both their grammaticality judgement and their ability to 
recognize the incompatibility of paired ergatives and the purpose clause. Based on 
these observations, the positive impact of the interpretation task seemed to last 
longer than that of the production task for some of the tested items. 
4.5 FREE PRODUCTION TASK RESULTS 
In this section, the results of the free production task are highlighted, in order 
to give a further exploration of the subjects' knowledge of the ergative 
construction in addition to their grammaticality judgement. The extent to which 
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the subjects from different experimental groups could produce the ergative 
construction after the treatments is presented and discussed. 
Let us recall the predictions made at the beginning of this chapter with regard 
to Research Question 1 and 2: it is predicted that students who were given the 
interpretation task and the production task should produce more ergative 
constructions in the free production task after the treatment than the no task group 
and the control group. With regard to Research Question 3, it is predicted that 
students who received the interpretation task should as least produce as many 
ergative constructions as the students who received the production task in the 
posttest and the second posttest. 
4.5.1 THE FREE PRODUCTION TASK RESULTS OF THE 
INTERPRETATION TASK GROUPS AND THE PRODUCTION 
TASK GROUP 
Table 4.24 Free production data of School A and School C (posttest) 
Group 1 Group2 Group3 GT0up4 Group 5 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=8)% (N=30)% (N=6) % 
Break/the bottle Ergative ^ 0 13 ^ “ 
Arrive/the b u s E r g a t i v e ^ 100 ^ ^ ^ ~ ~ 
•passive 115 0 10 113 ^ 
sink/ the boat Ergative ^ 30 833 100.0 
Close/windowErgat ive W s ^ 10 \33 ^ 
fall/ the l e a v e s E r g a t i v e Ts 90 ^ ^ ^ 
•passive Ts 40 20 iKl ^ 
Occur/ a disaster Ergative foo ^ 40 ^ 
•passive f l s ^ 10 ~~ 
Table 4.24 illustrates the results of the free production task in the posttest for 
School A and School C. From the results obtained in the posttest, we can see that 
the interpretation task group (Group 1) students (with grammar instruction) in 
School A, the mere interpretation task group (Group 5) students in School C and 
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the production task group (Group 2) in School A consistently produced far more 
paired ergative constructions than the no task group (Group 3) and the control 
group (Group 4). In addition, there was no significant difference in the production 
of ergative construction among these groups. This showed that the interpretation 
task itself (with or without grammar instruction) as well as the production task 
group had a positive impact on the production of the ergative construction. 
However, in the case of unpaired ergatives, although students from the three 
groups were able to produce the target ergative form, they also passivized the 
ergative construction in their production data. This showed that students actually 
did not have a complete knowledge of the characteristics of the unpaired ergatives. 
While they could produce the target form correctly, they also allowed the 
production of the ungrammatical passivized form: 
The leaves fall from the tree. (The target form) 
*The leaves were fallen from the tree. (The ungrammatical form) 
In brief, the data obtained from the free production task provided 
information relevant to answer part of Research 1 and 2. With respect to Research 
Question 1, the data confirmed the prediction that students who received the 
interpretation task would produce more paired ergative constructions than the no 
task group and the control group. With respect to Research Question 2, the data 
also confirmed the prediction that students who received the production task 
would produce more paired ergative constructions than the no task group and the 
control group. 
However, these observations could not be generalized to cases involving 
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the production of the unpaired ergative construction. The interpretation task group 
students as well as the production task group students generalized the passive 
construction to unpaired ergatives. This showed that the correct representation of 
the unpaired ergatives had not yet been established in their mind. 
4.5.2 THE FREE PRODUCTION TASK RESULTS OF THE 
INTERPRETATION TASK GROUP (WITH GRAMMAR 
INSTRUCTION) COMPARED WITH THE PRODUCTION TASK 
GROUP 
As shown in table 4.24 above, students who received the interpretation task 
as well as those who received the production task in the treatment period produced 
far more ergative construction using the verbs which belonged to the paired 
ergative category than the students in the no task group and the control group. 
Moreover, the number of ergative constructions produced was similar across the 
two groups which had task treatment. This finding partly answered Research 
Question 3, which aimed at comparing the effectiveness of the interpretation task 
and the production task in helping the L2 learners to learn the English ergative 
construction. 
4.6 SUMMARY 
To summarize the findings obtained in this chapter, both the interpretation 
task and the production task had a positive impact on the students' grammaticality 
judgement of the ergative construction over the no task group and the control 
group (see table 4.21). The interpretation task seemed to be more beneficial than 
the production task in that the effect of the interpretation task lasted longer than the 
production task (see table 4.23). 
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The results obtained from the free production task corroborated the results 
obtained in the grammaticality judgement task, that both the interpretation task 
and the production task have shown a positive impact on the students' production 
of the ergative construction over the no task group and the control group (see table 
4.24). 
The findings reported in this chapter can thus provide the following insights 
in answering the research questions in this paper: 
1. In response to Research Question 1, which aimed at investigating the effect of 
the interpretation task (with and without grammar instruction) on L2 learners in 
learning the English ergative construction, the findings have shown that 
a. Both the judgement and production of the ergative construction of the 
students revealed that the interpretation task had a positive effect on the subjects in 
learning the paired ergative construction. 
b. The interpretation task group (with grammar instruction) seemed to commit 
more errors in overgeneralizing the ergative construction to the passive 
construction than the mere interpretation task group (see table 4.22). 
2. In response to Research Question 2, which aimed at investigating the effect of 
the production task on L2 learners in learning the English ergative construction, 
the findings have shown that both the judgement and production of the ergative 
construction of the students also showed the positive effect of the production task 
on the subjects in learning the paired ergative construction. 
3. In response to Research Question 3, which aimed at comparing the 
effectiveness of the interpretation task and the production task, the findings have 
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shown that the effect of the interpretation task lasted longer than that of the 
production task. 
The implications of the above findings in answering the Research Questions 
will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 6. Before concluding the discussion, 
the following chapter (Chapter 5) will provide a further analysis of the data from 
the grammaticality judgement tasks, the free-production task, the interpretation 
task and the production task to highlight some further findings obtained from the 
data in this research. 
[{() 95 
Chapter 5 RESULTS: FURTHER OBSERVATIONS 
This chapter provides a further analysis of the data obtained during the 
experimental period. The analysis is divided into four main categories to capture 
some further observations apart from what has been observed in the last chapter. 
The first main section (Section 5.1) concerns the discrepancy in students' response 
towards the verbs which belong to the same verb category. The second main 
section (Section 5.2) presents the data which demonstrates students' failure in 
learning the unpaired ergatives. The third section (Section 5.3) demonstrates the 
more apparent effect of the task treatments (both the interpretation task and the 
production task) in School A when compared with School B. The last section 
(Section 5.4) presents the differences in scores of the interpretation task and the 
production task. In the following chapter, the significance of the results outlined in 
this chapter will be discussed in detail. 
5.1 THE DISCREPANCY IN STUDENTS， RESPONSE 
TOWARDS THE VERBS WHICH BELONG TO THE 
SAME VERB CATEGORY 
This section shows students' different responses towards the verbs which 
belong to the same verb category (classified according to paired/unpaired nature of 
the ergative verb) in the grammaticality judgement task. Section 5.1.1 presents 
students' differences in their judgement of the paired ergatives. Section 5.1.2 
presents data about the errors students made in judging the grammaticality of the 
paired ergatives. The section that follows (Seciton 5.1.3) presents students' 
differences in their judgement of the unpaired ergatives. The last section (Section 
5.1.4) presents data about the errors students made in judging the grammaticality 
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of the unpaired ergatives. 
5.1.1 PAIRED ERGATIVES (JUDGEMENT DATA) 
1. The normal paired ergative construction 
Students' judgement of the normal paired ergative construction (e.g. The 
glass broke) varied among the four paired ergatives used in the grammaticality 
judgement task (melt, break, dry, open): 
Table 5.1 % of target response in the ergative form of paired ergatives (pretest) 
School A 
Groupl (N=8)% Gn)up2 (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% Group4 (N=31)% 
Ergative "melt" 87.5 70 72:7 76.7 
Ergative "break" 50 30 18.2 48.3 
Ergative "dry" 25 30 18.2 31.0 
Ergative "open" 25 20 30 20.7 
Table 5.2 % of target response in the ergative form ofpaired ergatives (posttest) 
School A 
Groupl (N=8)% Group2 (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% Group4 (N=31)% 
Ergative "melt" 100 100 90.9 71 
Ergative "break" 75 90 27.3 30 
Ergative "dry" 87.5 90 36.4 29 
Ergative "open" 75 90 27.3 22.6 
As shown in table 5.1, the percentage of target response for ergative “melt” 
was far higher than the percentage of target response for the rest of the paired 
ergatives in the table. After the treatment period, such a disparity still existed for 
the no task group (Group 3) and the control group (Group 4) in School A, as shown 
in Table 5.2. 
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5.1.2 PAIRED ERGATIVES (ERROR ANALYSIS) 
When I tried to analyze the errors that students committed in doing the 
grammaticality judgement task, it was discovered that the errors students made for 
the verbs within the paired ergative category also varied among the four paired 
ergatives used in the task. 
1. Overpassivization of the paired ergative construction 
Some students over-corrected the grammatical paired ergative construction, 
turning it into the passive construction. An example of this type of over-correction 
is as follows: 
The ice melted. -> The ice was melted. 
Table 5,3 Over-passivization of the paired ergative construction (pretest) 
School A 
Groupl (N=8)% Group2 (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% Group4 (N=31)% 
Ergative "melt" 0 20 9.1 0 
Ergative "break" 50 30 63,6 32.3 
Ergative "dry" 50 30 45.5 32.3 
Ergative "open" 62.5 50 45.5 67.7 
Table 5.4 Over-passivization of the paired ergative construction (posttest) 
School A 
Group 1 (N=8)% Group2 (N= 10)% Group3 (N= 11)% Group4 (N=31)% 
Ergative "melt" 0 0 9.1 3.2 
Ergative "break" 12.5 10 54.6 45.2 
Ergative "dry" 12.5 10 54.6 61.3 
Ergative "open" 25 10 63.6 51.6 
As shown in table 5.3, the percentage of students who over-passivized the 
ergative “melt” was lower than the percentage of students who over-passivized the 
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rest of the paired ergative construction. After the treatment period, such a disparity 
still existed for the no task group (Group 3) and the control group (Group 4), as 
shown in table 5.4. 
5.1.3 UNPAIRED ERGATIVES (JUDGEMENT DATA) 
1. The passivized unpaired ergatives 
It was found that students judgement of the grammaticality of the passivized 
unpaired ergatives (e.g. *The leaves were fallen from the tree.) varied among the 
four unpaired ergatives used in the grammaticality judgement task (happen, die, 
fall, arrive): 
Table 5.5 % of target response in passivized unpaired ergatives (pretest) 
School A 
Groupl (N=8)% Group2 (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% Group4 (N=31)% 
•Passive "happen" 25 40 10 44.8 
•Passive "die" 50 40 45.5 67.7 
^Passive "fall" 25 20 45.5 43.3 
•Passive "arrive" 87.5 90 90.9 74.2 
Table 5,6 Yo of target response in passivized unpaired ergatives (posttest) 
School A 
Groupl (N=8)% Group2 (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% Group4 (N=31)% 
- Qq C ‘ 
•passive "happen" 二 � i ) 80 54.5 71 
•passive "die" 50 70 36.4 64.5 
•passive "fall" 50 40 63.6 54.8 
•passive "amve" 75 100 90.9 71 
As shown in table 5.5, the percentage of target response for passive “arrive” 
was higher than the percentage of target response for the other passivized unpaired 
ergatives. After the treatment, the percentage of target response remained high for 
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passive "arrive" and increased for passive "happen". 2-tailed paired samples t-test 
has shown that the increase was significant for the interpretation task group (group 
1) (p= 0.011, as shown in the bracket in table 5.6) 
2. The “unpaired ergative + by-phrase" construction 
From the judgement data, it was found that students' judgement of the ill-
formed "unpaired ergative + by-phrase” construction (e.g. *The leaves were fallen 
down by Tom) varied among the four unpaired ergatives used in the 
grammaticality judgement task: 
Table 5.7 % of target response in “unpaired ergative + by-phrase ” construction 
(posttest) 
School A 
Groupl (N=8)% Group2 (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% Group4 (N=31)% 
•iU-form "happen" 12.5 20 18.2 19.4 
*iU-fonn "die" 87.5 88.9 54.5 56.7 
•iU-form "fall" 37.5 10 9.1 12.9 
•iU-forai "arrive" 50 40 36.4 19.4 
Table 5.8 % of target response in “unpaired ergative + by-phrase ” construction 
(2"d posttest) 
School A 
Groupl (N=7)% Group2 (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% 
•iU-form "happen" 28.6 0 18.2 
•iU-form "die" 85.7 80 45.5 
•iU-form "fall" 14.3 20 18.2 
•lU-form "arrive" 42.9 30 20 
As shown in table 5.7 and 5.8, the percentage of target response in judging the 
“die + by-phrase” construction was higher than the percentage of target response 
in judging the rest of the ill-formed unpaired ergative construction in the posttest 
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as well as in the second posttest. 
3. The transitive use of unpaired ergatives 
Students' responses towards the sentences containing a transitive use of 
unpaired ergatives (e.g. *Tom died the man by a knife) varied among the 3 
unpaired ergatives used in the grammaticality judgement task (die, happen, fall): 
Table 5.9 % of target response in the transitive use of unpaired ergatives (posttest) 
School A 
Group 1 (N=8)% Group! (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% Group4 (N=31)% 
•transitive "happen" 50 10 36.4 41.9 
•transitive ”die" 75 90 72.7 64.5 
•transitive "fall" 37.5 20 27.3 40 
Table 5.10 % of target response in the transitive use of impaired ergatives 
posttest) 
School A 
Groupl (N=7)% Group2 (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% 
•transitive "happen" 57.1 20 18.2 
•transitive "die" 100 80 81.8 
•transitive "fall" 28.6 10 27.3 
As shown in table 5.9 and 5.10, the percentage of target response for the 
transitive use of "die" was higher than the percentage of target response for the rest 
of the unpaired ergatives in the posttest and the second posttest. 
5.1.4 UNPAIRED ERGATIVES (ERROR ANALYSIS) 
In analyzing the errors committed by the students in doing the grammaticality 
judgement task, it was found that students' frequency in committing the following 
error varied among the four unpaired ergatives used in the grammaticality 
judgement task: 
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1. Passivization of the unpaired ergative construction with a by-phrase 
An example of this type of error is illustrated as follows: 
*The leaves fell from the tree by Tom 
*The leaves were fallen from the tree by Tom. 
Table 5.11 Passivization of the unpaired ergative construction with a by-phrase 
(posttest) 
School A 
Group 1 (N=8)% Group2 (N=10)% Group3 (N=ll)% Group4 (N=31)% 
*iU-fonn "happen" 12.5 10 36.4 16.1 
*iU-fonn "die" 0 10 18.2 9.7 
*iU-form "fall" 50 50 54.6 48.4 
•iU-form "arrive" 12.5 30 9.1 0 
Table 5.12 Passivization of the unpaired ergative construction with a by-phrase 
(2"d posttest)  
School A 
Group 1 (N=7)% GT0up2 (N=10)% GroupS (N=ll)% 
•iU-form "happen" 14.3 10 27.3 
•iU-form "die" 0 10 18.2 
•ill-form "fair 71.4 40 54.5 
•iU-forai "arrive" 28.6 20 0 
As shown in the above tables, students committed error of this type more for 
the sentence with the verb "fall" when compared with the other unpaired ergatives 
in the posttest and the second posttest. 
Implications of the results obtained in Section 5.1 
The discrepancies in students' response towards the verbs within the same 
verb category illustrated in this section may shed light on the notion of item 
learning. This will be discussed in detail in the following chapter, section 6.4.1. 
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5.2 FAILURE OF THE STUDENTS IN LEARNING THE 
UNPAIRED ERGATIVES 
The data presented in this section revealed that students under investigation 
failed to demonstrate any improvement in their knowledge of the unpaired 
ergatives after the treatments (both the interpretation task and the production task). 
In order to make the discussion more transparent, all the result tables used in this 
section are placed in Appendix I; the relevant tables being referred to are indicated 
in each subheading. In the first part of this section, the percentage of target 
response in the grammaticality judgement task is presented item by item. In the 
second part of this section, an error analysis is carried to show the types of errors 
students committed in doing the grammaticality judgement task. 
5.2.1 JUDGEMENT DATA FOR UNPAIRED ERGATIVES 
1. The normal unpaired ergative construction (Table 5.13.1 — 5.13.3) 
e.g. An accident happened yesterday. 
From the results obtained and shown in the tables in Appendix I, we can see 
that Group 1 and Group 2 students from the three schools obtained a high 
percentage of target response (over 70%) for most of the tested items before and 
after the treatments. 
2. ^Passivized unpaired ergative construction (Table 5.14.1 - 5.14.3) 
e.g. *An accident was happened yesterday. 
As shown in the tables in Appendix I，Group 1 and Group 2 students from 
both schools seemed to have some improvement in their judgement of passivized 
unpaired ergatives in the posttest. However, these improvements were mostly 
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insignificant and inconsistent within the same verb category (i.e. the unpaired 
ergative). 
Students' judgements of passivized unpaired ergative were similar in the 
posttest and second posttest with two exceptions. Group 1 students in School A 
showed a remarkable improvement in their judgement of passive “die” and "fall". 
3. *"Unpaired ergative + by-phrase" construction (Table 5.15.1 - 5.15.3) 
e.g. *An accident was happened by a careless driver yesterday. 
Table 5.15.1 in Appendix I shows that students under investigation failed to 
give a target response to "unpaired ergative + by-phrase" construction. Their 
percentage of target response was lower than 20 in general 
Again, from the results in the tables, Group 1 and Group 2 students in both 
schools showed some inconsistent improvement in determining the 
incompatibility of the ergative construction with by-phrase in this verb category in 
the posttest. 
The results obtained from the second posttest were similar to the posttest for 
students from both schools. 
4. ^Transitive use of unpaired ergatives (Table 5.16.1 一 5.16.3) 
e.g. *A careless driver happened an accident yesterday. 
As shown in the tables in Appendix I, Group 1 and Group 2 students from 
both schools failed to give a target correction to the transitive use of unpaired 
ergatives. For most of the tested items (except transitive "die"), their percentage 
of target response was lower than 40. Their judgement stayed more or less the 
same in the posttest as well as the second posttest with one exception. There was 
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an unexpected decline in students' target judgement of transitive “die，，in School B. 
2-tailed paired samples t-test showed that the decline was significant for Group 1 
and Group 2 (p values as shown in the brackets in the table). 
5. *"Unpaired ergative + purpose clause" construction (Table 5.17.1 -
5.17.2) 
e.g. *An accident happened to collect insurance yesterday. 
As shown in the tables in Appendix I, Group 1 and Group 2 students from 
both schools failed to give a target response to the ill-formed construction in the 
posttest and the second posttest. 
5.2.2 ERROR ANALYSIS FOR UNPAIRED ERGATIVES 
Students' errors related to the unpaired ergative construction were classified 
into 5 types: 
1. Acceptance of the "unpaired ergative + by-phrase" 
2. Passivization of the unpaired ergative construction with a by-phrase 
3. Acceptance of the passivized unpaired ergatives 
4. Overpassivization of the "unpaired ergative + purpose clause" construction 
5. Acceptance of the "unpaired ergative + purpose clause" 
Rationale for the classification: 
Error type 1 was included to see whether the students have learnt the nature of 
the unpaired ergative construction (that it cannot be followed by a by-phrase) after 
the task treatments. 
Error type 2 was included to see whether the students would passivize the 
unpaired ergative construction with a by-phrase. It served as a test to see if the 
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students understood the meaning carried by the unpaired ergatives other than the 
mere basic form of the construction. 
Error type 3 was included to see whether the students would accept the 
passive form of the unpaired ergatives. It served as a test to see if the students 
understood the nature of the form of unpaired ergatives (that it cannot be 
passivized). 
Error type 4 was included to see whether the students would overpassivize the 
unpaired ergative construction when it was followed by a purpose clause (a strong 
sense of agent was thus implied in the construction). 
Error type 5 was included to see if the students were aware of the nature of the 
unpaired ergative construction, that it is non-agentive and thus it cannot be 
followed by a purpose clause. 
1. Acceptance of the “unpaired ergative + by-phrase" (Table 5.18.1 -
5.18.3) 
e.g. An accident happened by the careless driver yesterday. 
From the results obtained, Group 1 and Group 2 students from both schools 
committed errors of this type to a similar extent before and after the treatment. 
There was no significant difference before and after the treatment. 
2. Passivization of the unpaired ergative construction with a by-phrase 
(Table 5.19.1-5.19.3) 
e.g. *An accident happened by a careless driver yesterday. 
-> *An accident was happened by a careless driver yesterday. 
As shown in the tables in Appendix I, Group I students from both schools and 
Group 2 students from School A tended to over-passivize the “unpaired ergative + 
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by-phrase” construction for some of the tested items to a similar extent before and 
after the treatment. 
For School B, Group 2 students committed error of this type to a larger extent 
after the treatment. 2-tailed paired samples t-test showed that the difference was 
significant for some of the tested items (p values as shown in the bracket of the 
table). 
The data obtained here indicated that the treatment may have little effect on 
the students to avoid this type of error. 
3. Acceptance of the passivized unpaired ergatives (Table 5.20.1 — 5.20.3) 
e.g. *An accident was happened yesterday. 
From the results obtained in Appendix I, Group 1 and Group 2 students from 
both schools generally accepted the passivized unpaired ergatives in their 
judgements (percentage of acceptance >35 and 30 respectively for most of the 
tested items). The results stayed more or less the same in the posttest and the 
second posttest. 
4. Overpassivization of the “unpaired ergative + purpose clause" 
construction (Table 5.21.1 一 5.21.2) 
e.g. *An accident happened to collect insurance yesterday. 
—*An accident was happened to collect insurance yesterday. 
As shown in the tables in Appendix I, Group 1 and Group 2 students from 
both schools generally did not overpassivize the "unpaired ergative + purpose 
clause” construction in the posttest as well as the second posttest. 
110 l(J7 
5. Acceptance of the "unpaired ergative + purpose clause" (Table 5.22.1 — 
5.22.2) 
e.g. accident happened to collect insurance yesterday. 
The results here revealed that Group 1 and Group 2 students from both 
schools actually accepted the “unpaired ergative + purpose clause” construction in 
their judgement instead of passivizing it (percentage of acceptance >60 for most of 
the tested items). 
Summary of Section 5.2 
To summarize the findings for items concerning the unpaired ergatives, 
students' knowledge of the unpaired ergatives seemed not to be obviously affected 
by the task treatments (both the interpretation task and the production task). 
Although there were changes in their performance in judging the tested items, 
these difference were not significant in most of the cases and it was difficult to 
draw any conclusion about the impact of the task treatments on the students' 
knowledge about the unpaired ergative construction. The reason for the failure of 
the task treatments in helping the L2 learners to learn the unpaired ergatives will be 
discuss in the next chapter. Section 6.3.1. 
5.3 THE TREATMENT EFFECTS IN SCHOOL A AND 
SCHOOLB 
Based on the data obtained from the grammaticality judgement task and the 
free production task, there seemed to be a difference in the treatment effects (both 
the interpretation task treatment and the production task treatment) in School A 
and School B. School A students demonstrated a larger treatment effect over 
School B students in doing the two tasks. The differences were observed mainly in 
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three aspects, which were (i) students' response in judging the grammaticality of 
the paired ergative construction, (ii) students' tendency in over-passivizing the 
paired ergative construction and (iii) students' production data from the free 
production task. 
1. Students' judgement of the grammaticality of the paired ergative 
construction 
In judging the grammaticality of the paired ergative construction, the 
treatment effects (both the interpretation task and the production task) in School A 
were more obvious than those in School B. 
In School A, post hoc Scheffe tests showed that the difference was significant 
between Group 1 (the interpretation task group) and Group 3 (the no task group) 
for the item "dry" (p= 0.030) and near significant for "open" (p= 0.067) in the 
posttest. In addition, the difference was also significant between Group 2 (the 
production task group) and Group 3 for the item "break" (p= 0.050) and "open" 
(p= 0.037). 
In School B, although ANOVA did show a significant between-groups 
difference for most of the tested items ("break" F(3,41)= 8.386, p二 0.000; "dry" 
F(3,41)= 12.220, p= 0.000; "open" F(3,41)= 4.108, p= 0.012) in the posttest, post 
hoc Scheffe tests failed to show a significance difference between Group 1 and 
Group 3 as well as Group 2 and Group 3. 
From the data presented, it seemed that in School B, the interpretation task 
group failed to demonstrate any extra effects on the students over the no task group. 
This observation may relate to the degree of readiness of the students to learn the 
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ergative construction, which will be discussed in the next chapter, Section 6.4.2. 
2. Students' over-passivization of the paired ergative construction 
In viewing students' over-passivization of the paired ergative construction, 
although ANOVA showed that school A students had a between-groups difference 
for some of the tested items (“break,, F(4,61)= 2.533, p二 0.049; “dry” F(4,61)= 
4.123, p二 0.005)，post hoc Scheffe test failed to showed any significant between-
groups difference among the groups. 
In the case of school B, the results were more striking. ANOVA showed a 
between-groups difference for most of the tested items ("break" F(3,41)= 8.725, 
p= 0.000; "dry" F(3,41)= 14.101, p= 0.000; “open” F(3,41)= 8,725, p^O.OOO). In 
running the post hoc Scheffe test, it showed that the difference was significant 
between Group 1 and Group 4 (the control group) (“break” p二 0.05, "dry" p= 
0.004, “open” p二 0.007)，Group 2 and Group 4 ("break" p= 0.003’ "dry" p= 0.000, 
“open” p= 0.003) as well as Group 3 and Group 4 ("break" p二0.007; "dry" p= 
0.001; "open" p= 0.05). However, the post hoc SchefFe test did not show any 
significant difference among Group 1, 2 and 3. The fact that Group 3 in school B 
showed a significant difference when compared with Group 4 seemed to suggest 
that the grammar lesson itself may have the same impact as the task treatment. 
The implication of this finding will be discussed in the next chapter, section 6.4.2. 
3. The data from the free production task 
From the results obtained from School A and School C in the posttest (Table 
5.21.1), it can be seen that after the treatment period, the groups with task 
treatments (i.e. Group 1 (the interpretation task group). Group 2 (the production 
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task group) and Group 5 (the mere interpretation task group) produced more paired 
ergative construction than Group 3 (the no task group) and Group 4 (the control 
group). 
In the case of the unpaired ergatives (i.e. "arrive", "fall" and "occur"), all 
students in the five groups can produce the target ergative form correctly. 
However, they also allow the production of the transitive form and passive form to 
some extent (especially for the verb "fall"). The co-existence of the correct form 
and the incorrect form of the unpaired ergative construction in students' 
production showed that they actually have not developed a correct representation 
of the unpaired ergative construction yet. 
In the second posttest (table 5.22.2), the production results generally followed 
the pattern of the posttest. It showed that the effect of the task treatments (both the 
interpretation task and the production task) on the students' production of the 
paired ergative construction may be a long term one for school A students. 
In school B, however, the production data obtained from the free production 
task could not demonstrate any significance of the task treatment groups (both the 
interpretation task and the production task) over the no task group in the posttest 
(table 5.22.1) and second posttest (table 5.22.2). The percentage of paired ergative 
produced among Group 1, Group 2 and Group 3 were similar with each other. In 
other words, students who received a grammar lesson on the ergative construction 
produced a similar amount of paired ergative construction after the treatment 
period. 
In the case of the unpaired ergatives, just as in School A and School C, while 
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the School B students could produce the target ergative form in their production, 
they also produced the ungrammatical transitive form and passive form of the 
unpaired ergatives. 
Summary of Section 5.3 
The data presented in Section 5.3 showed that the treatment effect was more 
obvious in School A than in School B. This was proved by the better performance 
of the treatment groups (both the interpretation task group and the production task 
group) in both the grammaticality judgement task and the free production task than 
the no task group in School A and the fact there was no significant difference 
between the treatment groups and the no task group in School B. This discrepancy 
of students' performance in School A and School B will be discussed in detail in 
Chapter 6, Section 6.4.2. 
5.4 RESULTS OF THE INTERPRETATION TASK AND 
THE PRODUCTION TASK 
This section illustrated the difference in scores of the students in doing the 
interpretation task and the production task. The scores presented here might 
provide some insights for the differences in the degree of difficulties of the 
interpretation task and the production task. The comparison here was believed to 
be important because the degree of difficulty of the task may affect the subjects, 
efficiencv in learnirm the English creative construction. 
•J «— w 
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Table 5.23 Percentage of target response in section A of the interpretation task and 
the production task 
School A School B 
Interpretation Production Interpretation Production Group 5 
task (N二8) % task (N=10)% task (N二6)o/o task (N=7)% (N-6 )% 
Ergative "break" � 5 100 100 ^ 66.7 
Ergative "open" % ^ ^ ^ 
Ergative "melt" Ws m 100 [OO i S 
Ergative "dry" ~5 ^ S5J ^ 
Ergative "sink" ~5 % “ ^ ^ m 
Ergative "close" 87^ 90 100 l lA ^ 
Ergative "move" ^ ^ f T l ^ 
(Externally caused) 
Ergative "drop” ^ ^ 100 ^ 
(Externally caused) 
Ergative "sink" Ys ^ ^ l lA 50 
(Externally caused) 
Ergative ”break" Ys 40 16.7 ^ 
(Externally caused) 
As illustrated in table 5.23, the interpretation task group students in School A 
got a consistently lower percentage of target response than that of the production 
task group in the tested items. In School B, the percentage of target response was 
more or less the same among the interpretation task group and the production task 
group. For the mere interpretation task group (Groups), the percentage of target 
response was generally lower than the production task group in both schools. 
Table 5.24 Percentage of target response in section B of the interpretation task 
- School A School B Group 5 
(N=8) % (N=6) % (N=6) % 
"break" pair ^ 100 
"melt" pair 100 
" d n " pair TO ^ i m 
"open" pair fTs m 
"sink" pair 100 ^ 100 
"die/kill" pair m m m 
"happen/cause" pair ITO 100 ^ 
"fall/pick" pair i m K)0 ITO 
"collapse,^nock" m s T l ^ 
pair  
"arrive/park" pair 100 50 813 
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Table 5.25 Percentage of target response in sectiou B of the production task 
School A School B 
(N=10)% (N=7)% 
"break" pair Passive ^ ^ 
Ergative % ^ 
"melt" pair Passive 90 71.4 
^Ergative ITO ^ 
"dry" pair Passive 80 5l7l 
Ergative m TM 
"open" pair Passive 90 42.9 
Ergative 100 7L4 
"sink" pair Passive 90 
~~Ergative 90 100 
"die/kill" pair W 100 m 
w m m 
"happen/cause" pair "happen" 80 71.4 
"cause" 80 SIA 
"fall/pick" pair 90 m 
"pick" 90 ^ 
"collapse/knock" "collapse" 90 ^ 
pair  
^^"knock" % 
"arrive/park" pair "arrive" 90 
"park" % TLA 
Comparing Table 5.24 with Table 5.25, the performance of the interpretation 
task group (section B) and the production task group (section B) were generally 
similar to each other in School A. However, in School B, the performance of the 
interpretation task group was better than the production task group in section B 
5.5 SUMMARY 
Apart from the main findings obtained from Chapter 4, four more important 
findings were observed in this chapter 
1. There seemed to be a discrepancy in students" judgement of the verbs which 
belong to the same category < classified according to paired/unpaired nature of the 
ergative verb). This may reflect the phenomenon of "item learning", uhich will be 
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discussed in the following chapter. Section 6.4.1. 
2. Both the interpretation task and the production task seemed to have little 
effect on students' learning of the unpaired ergative construction. There was no 
significant difference observed in their knowledge of the unpaired ergative 
construction before and after the treatment period. 
3. The task treatments (both the interpretation task and the production task) 
seemed to have a larger impact in helping the L2 learners to learn the paired 
ergative construction in School A than in School B. 
4. Given that the number of items and the content of the interpretation task and 
the production task were more or less the same (please refer to Chapter 3，section 
3.3.2 and 3.3.3 as well as Appendix II and III for the design of the two tasks), 
students tended to score lower in doing the interpretation task. 
In the following chapter, the main findings, which are directly related to the 
research questions, as well as the additional findings mentioned above, will be 
discussed in detail. 
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Chapter 6 DISCUSSION 
This chapter gives a complete discussion of the data presented in Chapter 4 
and 5. Sections 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 will tackle the data in relation to the three research 
questions respectively. The research questions are replicated as follows for the 
ease of reference: 
Research questions 
R Q 1. a. What is the effect of the interpretation task (with grammar instruction) 
in the learning of the English ergative construction? 
b. What is the effect of the mere interpretation task (without grammar 
instruction) in the learning of the English ergative construction? 
R Q 2. What is the effect of the production task in the learning of the English 
ergative construction? 
R Q 3. Is the interpretation task more effective than the production task in the 
learning of the English ergative construction with respect to the students' 
grammaticality judgement and production? 
Afterwards, Section 6.4 will provide some implications and discussions on 
the further observations made in Chapter 5. In the last part of the chapter, the 
limitation of the current research (Section 6.5)，a summary of the research findings 
(Section 6.6) and a general conclusion of the current research are presented to the 
readers. 
Before going into the discussion of the data, the main research findings from 
the previous two chapters are summarized as follows: 
110 116 
Results obtained from Chapter 4 
1. In relation to Research Question 3, the production task group performed 
better than the interpretation task group in the grammaticality judgement task 
for some of the tested items in the first posttest. However, there was a decline 
in their performance in the second posttest. This decline made the better 
performance of the production task group in the first posttest became not 
obvious in the second posttest. 
On the other hand, the interpretation task group showed a trend of 
improvement in the second posttest for some of the tested items. They 
outperformed the production task group in judging the incompatibility of the 
paired ergative construction and the purpose clause in the second posttest: 
e.g. *The window opened to let the bird in. 
However, the advantages of the interpretation task over the production task 
for L2 learners were not observed in tested items containing unpaired 
ergatives. 
2. In relation to Research Question 1 and 2, students who received task 
treatments (both the interpretation task and production task) became less 
determinate in their judgement of the passive construction after the treatment 
period. 
3. In relation to Research Question 1, 2 and 3, students in the interpretation task 
group produced as many ergative constructions as the production task group 
in the posttest and the second posttest. 
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Results obtained from Chapter 5 
4. Both the interpretation task and production task seemed to have little effect 
on students' learning of the unpaired ergative construction. 
5. There is an inconsistency in students’ grammaticality judgements of different 
verbs which belong to the same verb category. 
6. School A students who received task treatments (either the interpretation task 
or the production task) showed some differences over the no treatment group 
and the control group in the posttest and second posttest. However, such 
differences could not be observed in school B. 
7. Students' performance on section A of the production task (in the form of 
"fill in the blanks") was consistently better than students' performance on 
section A of the interpretation task (in the form of “multiple choices"). 
6.1 THE EFFECT OF THE INTERPRETATION TASK (WITH 
GRAMMAR INSTRUCTION) VS. THE INTERPRETATOIN 
TASK (WITHOUT GRAMMAR INSTRUCTION) 
Research Question 1 concerns the effect of the interpretation task (with 
grammar lesson) and the mere interpretation task (i.e. without grammar lesson) in 
the learning of the English ergative constructions by L2 learners. As shown in 
Chapter 4 (Section 4.4.2), the performance of the interpretation task group (with 
grammar lesson) and the mere interpretation task group did not differ from each 
other significantly in the grammaticality judgement task as well as in the free 
production task for most of the tested items. However, it can be seen that 1) 
students' judgement of the passive sentence in the posttest became less 
determinate and 2) students' over-generalization of the creative construction was 
— w 
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significantly higher for the interpretation task group (with grammar lesson) when 
compared with the mere interpretation task group. This implies that the grammar 
instruction provided may have a negative impact on the students. So, in answering 
Research Question 1, one may say that the mere interpretation task is more 
effective than the interpretation task (with grammar instruction) in helping the 
learner to learn the English ergative construction. 
Despite the above interpretation, which demerits the usefulness of grammar 
instruction in the learning of the English ergative construction, one may also refer 
this to the restructuring phenomenon of the students' interlanguage in which the 
learners' interlanguage system is being triggered owing to the input. During the 
restructuring of the IL system, students may become less determinate on some 
already learnt structures (i.e. the English passive construction) by the interference 
caused by a related structure (i.e. the English ergative construction) in their input. 
As mentioned in chapter 2 section 2.4, the similarities between the passive 
construction and the ergative construction may have resulted in their less 
determinate judgement of the English passive construction after the treatment. 
Apart from the restructuring phenomenon, one may also consider the delayed 
effect of the grammar instruction to account for the poorer performance of the 
interpretation task group with grammar instruction. As noted by Fotos (1993), 
traditional teacher-fronted grammar teaching can serve as a kind of 
consciousness-raising activity. Through the direct presentation of the form and 
meaning of the ergative construction, students' awareness of the target 
construction will be enhanced. This type of explicit knowledge (or Learned 
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Linguistic Knowledge in Schwartz ' s term (1993)) may help learners to manipulate 
the target construction more effectively in the long term. However, as noted by 
Ellis (1992), the explicit knowledge about the target construction can serve “to 
help the learner to continue to notice the feature in the input, thereby facilitating its 
subsequent acquisitiorfXEllis 1992, 239). In other words, the explicit knowledge 
is not "uaranteed to function immediatelv after it has been introduced. This 
delayed effect of the grammar instruction together with the short time span of the 
experiment may give rise to the apparently poorer results of the interpretation task 
group (with grammar lesson) and the mere interpretation group. 
Besides, the different performance may also be due to one of the limitations 
of the current study. Although students gave a similar result in the pretest, they 
actually came from schools with difTerent bandings in that the mere interpretation 
task group belonged to a higher banding than the interpretation task group (with 
grammar lesson). We are not sure whether this difference in bandings between the 
two groups will affect students' learning speed of the ergative construction, 
despite the fact that their performance in the pretest did not clitTer significantly 
from cach other 
6 . 2 I H E EF F E C T O F T H E P R O D I C T I O N T A S K 
Rcscarch Question 2 concerns the ettect of the production task in the learning 
of I he English eruaii\ e coibtmction b\ L2 learners f:mm ilic posiiCNi results otihc 
product ion lask uroup >'ai Jems, it can be seen ihat ihc\ made inain Niijnificant 
improvements in their grammaticalii\ luducmeni as v.cl! a � t h e i r prodiicnon ot'ihc 
paired ergative constniciioii u hon corn pared、.、iih the no task yroup and the control 
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group. In other words, the production task had a positive impact on students' 
understanding of the paired ergative construction. On the other hand, in the case of 
the unpaired ergative construction, just like the results obtained from the rest of the 
experimental groups (i.e. the interpretation task group, the mere interpretation task 
group, the no task group and the control group), the production task used in the 
current research seemed to have little effect on the students. 
As illustrated in Chapter 4 Section 4.2, although the production task has some 
positive effect on the learning of the paired ergative construction, the impact seems 
to be a short term one. For many of the tested items in the grammaticality 
judgement task, production task group students gave a worse performance in the 
second posttest when compared with the posttest. This may provide some 
evidence for Ellis' (1993) and Pienemann's (1985) claim about the developmental 
constraints for L2 learners. According to their point of view, the production task's 
failure to have a long term effect on the students may be due to the fact that these 
students were not "developmentally ready" to acquire the ergative construction 
(both paired and unpaired ergatives). The knowledge about the construction they 
obtained from the grammar teaching lesson and the production task is in the form 
of explicit knowledge. Such kind of knowledge failed to be converted into 
implicit knowledge since the students were not developmentally ready to do so. 
Recall Ellis’ model of L2 acquisition in section 2.6.4, explicit knowledge which is 
not converted into implicit knowledge cannot enter the Language Acquisition 
Device. Thus, students may have a chance to forget this kind of knowledge, as has 
been observed in the present study. 
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So, in answering Research Question 2, one may say that the production task 
has a positive on L2 learners in learning the paired ergative construction. However, 
the effect of the production task seems to be a short term one. This is proven by the 
decline in students' performance in the grammaticality judgement task in the 
second posttest, which was given to the students three weeks after the posttest. 
However, there is a caveat for this observation. Although students in the 
production task group generally showed a decline in their performance in the 
second posttest, most of these declines failed to reach a significant value. One of 
the reasons for this may be due to the small number of participants in this study. 
Another reason may be due to the short time period (about 3 weeks) between the 
posttest and the second posttest. Maybe when the time span between the two tests 
is longer, the decline in the performance of the production group will be more 
apparent. 
6.3 THE EFFECT OF THE INTERPRETATION TASK VS. 
THE PRODUCTION TASK 
Research Question 3 concerns the effect of the interpretation task versus the 
production task in the learning of the English ergative construction by L2 learners. 
The discussion here is divided into two main sections according to students' 
performance in the grammaticality judgement task and the free production task in 
the pretest — posttest comparisons. The results and implications which are relevant 
in answering Research Question 3 will be summarized here. Afterwards, a general 
conclusion about the effect of the interpretation task will be drawn based on the 
findings obtained from the present research. 
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6.3,1 STUDENTS' PERFORMANCE IN THE GRAMMATICALITY 
JUDGEMENT TASK IN THE PRETEST-POSTTEST 
COMPARISONS 
The results from the grammaticality judgement tasks in the pretest - posttest 
comparison reveal that for paired ergatives, both the interpretation task and 
production task can enhance students' awareness of the mapping of the ergative 
construction and passive construction to their respective meaning. This can be 
proved by their improvements in judging the paired ergative construction and their 
high percentage of target response to the passive construction. According to the 
Uniqueness Principle, the fact that they allow both constructions to co-exist in 
their interlanguage grammar shows that they have some (if not thorough) 
understanding of the different functions of the two constructions. Therefore, the 
newly acquired form will not pre-empt the old form (the passive construction) in 
their interlanguage grammar. Moreover, there is no significant difference in the 
grammaticality judgement task in the posttest among students who received the 
interpretation task and those who received the production task. This shows that 
both tasks have a similar impact on the L2 learners in judging the grammaticality 
of the tested items. 
On the other hand, in the case of the unpaired ergative, both the interpretation 
task and the production task failed to help the learners to unlearn the 
ungrammatical passive form. Students in this study generally did not 
overpassivize the ergative construction in its primitive form, such as the sentence 
"An accident happened yesterday". Rather, they allowed the co-existence of the 
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ergative form and the passive form of the unpaired ergatives in their judgement. 
This can be illustrated by their high percentage of target response to the unpaired 
ergatives (See Table 6.1 below) and high percentage of errors concerning their 
failure in recognizing the ungrammaticality of passivized unpaired ergatives in the 
posttest (See Table 6.2 below): 
Table 6.1 % of target response in unpaired ergatives (posttest) 
I School A SchoolB 
Group 1 Group2 Group3 Group4 group 1 Group2 Group3 group4 GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Ergative 100 IW 90 ^ ^ 8 5 . 7 ^ 
"happen"  
Ergative 100 9 09 m ^ 
"die”  
Ergative M 100 M E J ^ 95?7 m 
” fall" 
Ergative 100 ITO 100 90 ^ m 9^7 100 
"arrive"  
Table 6.2 Failure in recognizing the ungrammaticality of passivized unpaired 
ergatives (posttest) 
ISchool A “ SchoolB 
group 1 Group2 group3 Group4 Group 1 group2 group3 Group4 GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
•passive 0 20 2 7 l iKT 333 7L4 5 l 6 418 ^ 
"happen" 
•passive fL5 ^ 27J ^ ^ 419 ^ ^ 50 
"die" 
•passive f H 40 f B ^ 4 4 l 415 ^ 
"fell" 
•passive 0 0 119 ^ R 3 ^ SJ 0 
"arrive" 
The reason for the above phenomenon may be due to the nature of the 
treatment task design (both the interpretation task and the production task) in the 
study. One set of items from the second part of the interpretation task and the 
production task is replicated as follows: 
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I = yf r. (-.J ^ 卞 J \ \ • /",—� \ > i / j 
I . … i | ；).厂 ； ^ ij I . I 
I '…—‘^7/ 〜一一一 i 一- ‘ I 
i 丨 j i 
, j !._— — j 
— TtT"" ：工「 7-r 八 I 
ffj > V y .-A 
I. -二人 〜^一- ^ - - - , 夢 丄 W ^ 
1 I ^^^^ I 
a. The apple fell down from the tree. 
b. The apple was picked from the tree. 
In the case of unpaired ergatives, since they do not have a transitive 
counterpart in the task design, the passive counterpart was replaced by verbs 
which can express a passive reading (like "pick" in the above example). Although 
students in general performed well in labeling the items in both tasks, these tasks 
could not illustrate the incorrectness of the passive form of the unpaired ergatives, 
such as "*The leaves were fallen down from the tree by the wind” to the students. 
This may be the reason why students have a weaker grammaticality judgement in 
case 'of the unpaired ergatives than the paired ergatives. 
As noted by Chan (1997), the degree of familiarity of the tested structure may 
also be responsible for the low percentage of target response to some of the tested 
items. Take for instance, structures such as the one quoted below, which may 
create a heavy cognitive load for the learners: 
*Tom arrived late by Mary's phone call yesterday. 
Some of the students in the current research claimed that they did not 
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understand the intended meaning of the sentence above and therefore they failed to 
provide a relevant correction for it. In fact, correction of the above sentence may 
involve a big change in the syntactic structure of the original sentence. Students 
may have to re-write the whole sentence in order to retain the intended meaning of 
the sentence. 
Apart from the above observation, Chan (1997) claims that Chinese L2 
learners of English accept unpaired ergatives in the target intransitive form as well 
as the passivized form. She relates the phenomenon to the existence of the paired 
ergative in English and points out that this may lead L2 learners to wrongly 
hypothesize that unpaired ergatives also have a passivized form. 
However, the results of my study cannot show any proof to support her 
argument. In my study, students accepted the passivized form of unpaired 
ergatives in the pretest even though they did not accept the ergative form of paired 
ergatives. Moreover, after the introduction of the paired ergatives during the 
treatment period, although students showed a significant improvement in judging 
the correctness of paired ergatives, their judgement of the passivized unpaired 
ergatives did not change significantly. 
Apart from the common items in the pretest, posttest and second posttest, 
some extra items were added in the posttest and second posttest to test the 
students' understanding of the nature of ergative and passive construction, which 
was not mentioned directly during the treatment period. From the results obtained, 
there was a difference in the performance between the interpretation task group 
and the production task group in the second posttest. It can be seen that students 
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receiving the production task accepted the ergative construction with a purpose 
clause more than the interpretation task group. An example taken out from the 
grammaticality judgement task is replicated as follows: 
*The cup broke to let the tea out. 
To give a target judgement to the above sentence, learners have to be aware of 
the "internal causative" nature of the ergative construction, which makes it 
incompatible with the purpose clause. The findings in the research show that 
students who received the production task failed to generalize the concept of the 
target structure (internal causative) to other sentence forms (ergative + purpose 
clause) which they had not been explicitly taught while students who received the 
interpretation task were more successful in doing so. 
6.3.2 STUDENTS' PERFORMANCE IN THE FREE PRODUCTION 
TASK IN THE POSTTESTS 
The design of the free production task (See Chapter 3, section 3.3.5) allows 
the subjects to produce as many sentences as they can using the words given for 
them: 
Fig. 6.1 An example of the tested items in the free production task 
close/window 
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As noted by Schachter (1974), the low production of a target construction 
does not necessarily imply that learners do not know how to manipulate the 
construction. The phenomenon can be explained by the notion of avoidance 
(learners avoid producing the target form because they are not familiar with the 
form) or by some other reasons. Thus, for example, the low percentage of the 
production of transitive "sink" in both schools in the posttest does not necessarily 
imply that they do not know the construction or they avoid producing the 
construction. Rather, their low production of the form may be due to the lower 
frequency of production in their daily use of that particular structure. 
On the other hand, a high production of the target form can have some 
implications for students' knowledge of the structure. So, the analysis here will be 
based on the high percentage of production rather than the low percentage of 
production. 
The findings in the free production task show that the effects of the 
interpretation task and production task found in the grammaticality judgement task 
also appear in the students' production data. In school A, students who received 
task treatments were more confident in producing the paired ergative construction 
than those who did not. What is more, the percentage of paired ergative 
construction produced among the students who received the interpretation task and 
the production task were more or less the same. This corroborates the findings of 
Cadierno and VanPatten (1993) that even though students in the interpretation task 
group do not have a chance to practice or drill the target construction they learnt in 
the grammar teaching lesson, they can still produce the target construction as 
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accurately as those students who receive the production task. In other words, 
processing the input can not only enhance students' understanding of the target 
construction but also allow them to produce the target construction correctly in 
their output. 
In short, in answering Research Question 3, one may say that the 
interpretation task and the production task both have a similar positive impact on 
L2 learners in helping them to leam the paired ergative construction. This is 
proved by their similar performance in the posttest in both the grammaticality 
judgement task and the free production task. However, these two treatments do 
not seem to have a positive contribution to the learning of the unpaired ergative 
construction. 
In addition, as shown in Sections 4.2 and 6,2，the effect of the production task 
seems to be a short-term one. In other words, the interpretation task may have 
some benefits over the production task in that their effects on the L2 learners seem 
to last longer than the production task. 
6.3.3 THE ROLE OF THE INTERPRETATION TASK IN L2 
ACQUISITION 
To sum up the findings obtained in the study, we can see that the 
interpretation task had a similar effect to the production task in many ways. Both 
groups can give a more accurate judgement of the paired ergative construction 
after the treatment. Besides, from the production data obtained in the posttest and 
second posttest, it can be seen that the interpretation task can not only enhance 
students' understanding of the English ergative construction but also result in the 
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production of the target form. In other words, accuracy of production or eagerness 
of the production of a target structure may not necessarily result from drilling 
exercise or production exercise but also from a focus on input. 
However, there is one caveat in the study. As noted by Chan (1997), there is a 
discrepancy in students' judgement of paired and unpaired ergatives. She claims 
that the difference may be due to the fact that paired ergatives can be passivized 
while unpaired ergatives cannot. Therefore the percentage of target response is 
higher for paired ergatives. Moreover, from their low percentage of target 
response in both the purpose clauses and by-phrases, we may conclude that the 
students actually do not have a correct representation of the ergative construction 
in their interlanguage grammar. There exists a possibility that students are only 
aware of the “form” of ergative construction but not the “meaning，’ of it, resulting 
in the higher percentage of overpassivization of the unpaired ergative construction 
after the experiment. 
In short, the form-meaning mapping in the ergative construction has not yet 
been established in the learners' interlanguage grammar via the interpretation task 
as well as the production task. Thus, preemption cannot occur and the ill-formed 
unpaired ergatives are not preempted by the correct form. 
So, what then is the role of interpretation task in SLA, or more specifically 
speaking, in the learning of the English ergative construction? Based on the 
findings in this study, it seems that the interpretation task fails to give rise to the 
full acquisition of ergative construction. The form-meaning mapping involved in 
the target construction has not yet been established inside the learners' LAD. 
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Skeptics of the noticing hypothesis may thus query the function of noticing in 
triggering L2 learners' interlanguage competence. Truscott (1998) points out the 
fallacy of the noticing hypothesis proposed by Schmidt (1990), saying that 
“(t)he central conceptual problem with the Noticing Hypothesis is that it 
is not based on any coherent notion of what language is. In the absence 
of a theory, its proponents rely on a hodgepodge of ideas from 
connectionism, specific-knowledge approaches, old linguistic theory 
and commonsensical views of language. Until they offer a coherent 
view of language, show how the Noticing Hypothesis fits with it, and 
use it to make clear predictions about learning, the hypothesis is too 
vague to be of much value ” (Truscott 1998, 116) 
Owing to the problem of testability and vagueness in the distinction between 
the terminology used in the hypothesis such as noticing/understanding, Truscott 
(1998) proposes a revised version of Noticing Hypothesis, which states that "the 
acquisition of metalinguistic knowledge is tied to (conscious) noticing; 
development of competence is not" (124). 
Adopting this revised version of Noticing Hypothesis, I would like to propose 
that the interpretation task, which is believed to be one means to enhance noticing 
of input, resulted in a gain of metalinguistic knowledge about the English ergative 
construction. This metalinguistic knowledge gain in turn gave rise to the 
improvement in judging the paired ergative construction as well as producing it. 
Based on the research findings in my study, the degree of noticing obtained 
through the interpretation task is not enough to help learners to acquire the paired 
ergative construction thoroughly. This is shown by their low percentage of target 
judgement in the "'paired ergative + purpose clause" construction (table 5.3). 
Perhaps a longer time of exposure to the interpretation task may give rise to the 
HO � 131 
acquisition of the paired ergative construction. 
6.4 FURTHER OBSERVATIONS 
6.4.1 INCONSISTENCY OF GRAMMATICALITY JUDGEMENT 
WITHIN A VERB CATEGORY 
As shown in chapter 5 Section 5.1, students' judgement of the sentences 
belonging to the same verb category varies. For instance, for the paired ergative 
category, students' judgements of the ergative use of "melt" in the pretest are far 
more determinate and accurate than for other verbs which belonged to this 
category (please refer to chapter 5, table 5.1). For the unpaired ergative category, 
it can be seen that students' judgement of the ungrammatical ity of passive "arrive" 
in the pretest is again far more determinate and accurate than other verbs which 
belonged to the same category (please refer to chapter 5, table 5.5). These 
unexpected results in the grammaticality judgement test can be explained in terms 
of the degree of familiarity of the verb to the students. Ergative "melt", when 
compared with ergative "break", “open” or "dry", may perhaps appear more 
frequently in learners' L2 input than its passive form. This frequency of 
occurrence of the structure in the learners' input may be responsible for many 
discrepancies in the judgement for verbs within the same category. 
Moreover, one may also propose that the unexpected results observed here 
give some evidence of the phenomenon of item learning. Ellis (1997a) 
distinguishes two types of learning style: item learning and system learning. The 
former one refers to the success in acquiring a particular item in a particular 
linguistic feature. The latter one refers to the success in acquiring the whole 
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system of a linguistic feature. According to his distinction, the inconsistency in 
the learners' judgement of the ergative construction for verbs within the same 
category show that they undergo the process of item learning rather than system 
learning before entering the experiment. 
Another explanation for this phenomenon is offered by Ju (2000). He claims 
that "different degrees of directness in the causation of events may have played a 
role in the discrepancy among some unaccusatives in terms of error rates”（103). 
Verbs such as "melt" in the grammaticality judgement task have a lower degree of 
directness in the causation of events when compared with verbs such as "break", 
"dry" and "open". According to the animacy hierarchy ( h u m a n � a n i m a t e � 
inanimate> abstract entities) proposed by Croft (1995), the least marked agent 
would be the human agent. So, there would be a tendency for L2 learners to relate 
typical externally caused verbs such as “break，’ and "open" to an agent rather than 
“melt”. This in turn may give rise to the discrepancy in the acceptability of the 
passive form and the ergative form of paired ergatives in the pretest. 
In the case of unpaired ergatives, "die" and "arrive" are typically internally 
caused while "fall" and "happen" are typically externally caused. This may give 
rise to the difference in the acceptability of the passive form and the ergative form 
of the unpaired ergatives in the pretest as well. 
6.4.2 T H E DISCREPANCY IN T H E P E R F O R M A N C E O F STUDENTS 
IN SCHOOL A AND S C H O O L B 
As illustrated in Chapter 5, Section 5.3 the results obtained from School A 
and School B differ from each other in many ways. For School A, students who 
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received task treatments (either interpretation task or production task) together 
with the teacher fronted grammar lesson outperformed students who received 
grammar lesson only as well as the students in the control group. It shows that the 
task treatments given to the students had some extra positive impact on them in L2 
learning. However, in the case of school B, there was no significant difference in 
the performance of students who have received the grammar lesson, no matter 
whether they received the task treatment or not. This may force us to conclude that 
both the interpretation task and the production task cannot influence students' 
knowledge of the English ergative construction significantly. However, when we 
go into the detail of the data obtained from school B, we can see that even though 
school A and school B belong to the same band level, students in school B actually 
did not have a good understanding of the passive construction even before the 
treatment when compared with students in school A. So, there is a possibility that 
they accept or produce the ergative construction not because they have acquired 
the target construction. Rather, they are not sure of the differences between 
passive morphology and the ergative morphology and mix up the two. This may 
be the reason why they produced structures involving the past participle without an 
auxiliary as well as an overwhelming amount of "passive" unpaired ergatives in 
the posttest. As proposed by Ju (2000), “if learners did not have an accurate 
knowledge of passives, their judgement on imaccusatives would not come from 
the nature of the verbs in question but from a lack of structural knowledge" (97). 
Their failure in acquiring the ergative construction can be further proven by their 
performance in the free production task. When compared with the results from 
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School A, students from School B produced far less ergative construction with the 
verb “break” in the posttest. 
So, in short, I would like to propose that students in School B only have the 
knowledge of the “form’’ of the ergative construction but not the meaning of it. 
The malfunction of the task treatments in School B (both the interpretation 
and the production task) may be due to the students' incomplete knowledge of the 
passive morphology mentioned above. This incomplete knowledge of the passive 
construction may in turn affect students' readiness to learn the ergative 
construction. As mentioned earlier in this section, although the two schools 
belong to the same band level, their performance in the pretest shows that School 
A students have a better understanding of the passive construction than School B 
students. This discrepancy in the knowledge of the English passive construction 
may give rise to the difference in the readiness to learn the English ergative 
construction by the students in two schools. As noted by Ellis (1993), whether the 
introduction of the target structure to the learners meets their developmental stage 
plays an important role in the traditional formal grammar teaching procedure (i.e. 
explanation of the target structure followed by production/drilling exercises). In 
the case of the interpretation task group, although the interpretation task itself is 
not developmentally constrained (Ellis 1993; 1995; 1997b), we are not sure 
whether the lack of readiness to learn a structure would result in longer 
interpretation time. Therefore, I would like to propose that this lack of 
understanding of the passive morphology may give rise to the lack of readiness to 
learn the ergative construction. This may in turn result in the fact that they need 
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more time to interpret the items in the interpretation task. In addition, this may 
also explain students' inability to absorb the knowledge they obtained from the 
production task. 
Another reason for the malfunction of the task treatments in School B may be 
due to the lack of time for students to look back to the negative feedback given by 
the teachers. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the posttest is given to the students one 
week after the treatment for School A and one day after the treatment for School B. 
The original rationale for this design is to prevent the subjects from forgetting what 
they have learned. However, based on the results obtained in the current study, in 
which School A students showed some effects of the task treatments on their 
knowledge of the English ergative construction while School B students failed to 
do so, one may hypothesize that students in School B only had one day to absorb 
ideas from the negative feedback while the time for School A students to do so was 
far longer. 
6.4.3 THE DEGREE OF DIFFICULTY OF INTERPRETATION TASK VS. 
PRODUCTION TASK 
From the scores obtained in the last chapter, we can see that Section A of the 
interpretation task seems to be more difficult than the production task. Although 
the difference in scores between the two tasks are not statistically significant, it is 
noteworthy that there is a general trend that students are more likely to produce the 
target structure with the given context rather than choosing the most suitable one 
among some choices. 
One reason for this mav due to the degree of familiaritv of the task format. 
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The production task resembles those drill exercises the students receive in their 
normal lessons. Therefore, their performance would be better when facing this 
type of grammar exercise. 
Another possible reason would be that the interpretation task requires 
students to think more about the target structure owing to the choices given for 
them. Students have to "process" the input to a greater extent than the production 
task group students. Thus, given the same amount of time in doing the two tasks, 
the production task group outperformed the interpretation task group. 
By saying that interpretation task requires more time to process, I am not 
denying the noticing function of the output produced by the learners. However, as 
shown in some research findings (Lapkin & Swain 1995, Izumi et al. 1998), the 
noticing function of output relies heavily on the design of the output task. The 
noticing function can be triggered through negotiation of meaning among learners 
or by some writing task. Thus, the production task used in this research may have 
little effect in enhancing learners' noticing of the gap between learners' EL and the 
target construction. Even for section B of the production task, in which students' 
scores were lower than those who received the interpretation task, the design of the 
task may not have been able to trigger students' awareness of the English ergative 
construction. In such kind of production task, students may simply over-
generalize their existing L2 knowledge in their EL grammar to finish the task 
without noticing the gap between their IL and the target language. So, the noticing 
function of output may not be relevant to the type of output task used in this 
research. 
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6.5 LIMITATIONS OF THE PRESENT STUDY 
Before going into the conclusion, 1 would like to highlight some of the 
limitations of the study as follows: 
1. A lack of generalizability of the results due to the small number of 
participants involved in the present study. So, further research is required to 
investigate the impact of the issues discussed in this study. 
2. There is a discrepancy in the number of attendance throughout the experiment 
owing to the absence of students. This may in turn affect the significance of 
the results in the study. 
3. The functions of the tested items in the research (pretest, posttest and second 
posttest) are rather limited. They are only used to see whether the students 
can apply the structure or not. The question of whether the students can apply 
the construction correctly in the context of communication is not addressed 
by the tested items. 
4. As pointed out by Ju (2000), different sentences may have different levels of 
acceptability in or out of context. The results obtained in the grammaticality 
judgement task may not reflect the entire condition of the learners' 
knowledge of the target structure. 
5. The results of the present study may be affected by students' incomplete 
understanding of the instructions given in the grammaticality judgement task. 
For many of the ungrammatical items in the task, students give a target 
response to the items without providing any correction for them. So, the 
change in the results between the pretest and posttest may be due to the 
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students' sudden ignorance or lack of awareness of the instructions given by 
the teacher rather than the impact of the treatments. 
6.6 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
The findings of this research are summarized as follows: 
1. In response to Research Question 1 (comparing the effect of the interpretation 
task (with grammar instruction) and the mere interpretation task (without 
grammar instruction)), the effect of both interpretation tasks (with and 
without grammar instruction) was similar in affecting students' performance 
in the grammaticality judgement task and the free production task in the 
posttests. They both caused an improvement in the students' performance in 
judging and producing the paired ergative construction. However, the 
interpretation task group (with grammar lesson)) gave a less determinate 
judgement of the passive construction in the posttest and the second posttest 
and 2) tended to overgeneralize the paired ergative construction to passive 
construction more than the mere interpretation task group. 
2. In response to Research Question 2 (investigating the effect of production 
task), the production task had a positive impact on students' knowledge of the 
paired ergative construction. They were able to produce the paired ergative 
construction far more than the no task group and the control group after the 
treatment. In addition, their judgement of the paired ergative construction 
was also improved. 
However, the effect of the production task may be rather short term when 
compared with the interpretation task. This was partially proved by the 
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decline in the grammaticality judgement of the production task group in the 
second posttest. 
3. In response to Research Question 3 (Comparing the effect of the 
interpretation task and the production task), the effect of the interpretation 
task was similar to that of the production task in that they both can enhance 
the production of the target construction. However, students receiving the 
interpretation task outperformed students receiving the production task in the 
second posttest in judging the incompatibility of ergative construction and the 
purpose clause. This showed that the interpretation task may not have a 
benefit over the production task immediately after the grammar lesson. 
6.7 CONCLUSION 
This study has investigated the role of the interpretation task in the learning of 
the English ergative construction by Cantonese ESL learners. Students under 
investigation on the whole failed to demonstrate that they have folly acquired the 
correct representation of the ergative construction. Their poor performance in 
judging the purpose clauses and by-phrases together with the ergative construction 
showed that they did not know the correct argument structure of ergative 
construction in their interlanguage. Their failure in fully acquiring the English 
ergative construction may be due to a lack of time for them to process and digest 
the materials given to them. These findings may in turn shed light on the 
reformulated noticing hypothesis proposed by Tmscott (1998), which admits the 
metalinguistic function of noticing of input while rejecting the notion that noticing 
can promote the acquisition of a construction in SLA. To use the terminology of 
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Sorace (1993), students in the interpretation task group and the production task 
group showed an “incomplete” knowledge about the English ergative construction 
after the treatments. While they were aware of the form of the English ergative 
construction, and perhaps some meanings of it, they were not aware of the 
incompatibility of this construction with the purpose clause. 
On the other hand, the results of the study have provided evidence for the 
extension of the function of the interpretation task from the understanding of the 
target construction to the production of the target construction. Students who 
received the interpretation task could produce as many ergative constructions as 
students who received the production task. The amount of the ergative 
constructions they produced (both the interpretation task group and the production 
task group) is far higher than that produced by the no task group and the control 
group. 
Besides, this study also provides some evidence for the short-term duration of 
the effect of the production task in case when the students are not developmentally 
ready to acquire the target construction. Although the performance of the 
interpretation group students and the production task group students stayed more 
or less the same in the grammaticality judgement task in the posttest, students 
receiving the production task in the current study did worse in many of the tested 
items in the second posttest when compared with students receiving the 
interpretation task. However, most of the decline could not reach a significant 
value owing to the small number of subjects used in this study. Further research 
may be required to investigate the benefits of the interpretation task over the 
production task. 
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Appendix I Results tables for Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 
1 
Supplementary results tables for Chapter 4 
1. Percentage of target response in “paired ergative + by-phrase" 
construction 
Table 4.14 % of target response in “paired ergative - by-phrase ” (posttest) 
~ I School A ISchoolB ‘ 
Group I Group! |Group3 |Group4 group I | G r o u p 2 I Group3 |Group4 GroupS  
(N=8)% (N= 10)% (N= 11)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
：馳严 90 90 64l ^ 717 77l TIJ ^ 
•melt" (0.030) 
i^ll-f?!^ 87.5 100 100 ^ 100 ~ ~ 8 5 7 ~ ^ ^ ^ 
break" (0.037) 
！ ^ ^ ^ ^ ~ ^ ~ ~ y j A ~ ^ ~ ^ 8 3 3 
(0.037) 
•iU-form E J m iOO l U m ^ 957 E s 
"open" I I (0.030)1 ‘ . 
Table 4.15 % of target response in “paired ergative + by-phrase’，(2"'^ 
posttest) 
School A School B 
Group 1 g r o u p 2 | g r o u p 3 I group 1 | G r o u p 2 |group3  
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N= 11)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•iU-form ^ ^ m ^ 419 ^ 
"melt" 
•m-fonn im % E S ^ m Wi 
"break" 
m 80 ^ ^ ^ 
"dry" 
•iU-form 85J ^ K s 813 Ws 
"open" • 
i 1 I 
2. Percentage of target response in "passive + purpose clause” 
construction 
Table 4.16 % of target response in “passive - purpose clause “ (posttest) 
School A I SchoolB 
Group 1 group2 |Group3 |group4~ group 1 | g r o u p 2 ~ I GroupS 2 r o u p 4 G r o u p S  
(N=8)% (N= 10)% (N= 11)% (N=29)% (N=6)% (•N=7)% rN=9)% (>=29)% rN=l 1)% 
r ^ ^ s e ^ SO ^ ^ 3 1 3 ^ 3 1 3 ^ 
melt 
？ f ^ f f 而 ^ ^ ^ ^ 57T ~ J U ~ ： ^ ~ ~ 巧 
break 
r i ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 50 im IM ioo dry 
^ ^ ^ ^ ^ im ^ 69：6 100 
open 
2 
Table 4.17 % of target response in ''passive • purpose clause ’，(2"'' post lest) 
wSchooI A School B 
group 丨 group2 group3 group 1 Group2 Group3  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% fN=9j% 
Purpose ^ ^ Til ^ 7L4 ^ 
"melt" 
Purpose 7L4 ^ 717 50 419 ^ 
"break" 
Purpose TO m 50 ^ S I 
"diy" 
Purpose ^ ^ SU ^ TLA . 
"open" 
3. Percentage of target response in “paired ergative + purpose clause" 
construction 
Table 4.18 % of target response in “paired ergative 十 purpose clause ” 
(posttest) 
, I School A I School B 1 
Groupl group2 Group3 |group4groupl""“|group2I Groups |Group4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N=1Q)% (N=ll)% (N=29)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=ll)% 
"purpose 25 70 ^ l I ? 212 304 313 
"melt" 
:《二 fe 37.5 ^ 545 TT 0 ^ l U S ^ ' 50 
记 ^ ^ ^ ^ i l 7 Tu m ^ 
""P聊 se ^ 50 545 5l6 f H 212 IKJ Wi 
"open" 
Table 4.19 % of target response in "paired ergative + purpose clause，， 
posttest) 
School A School B 
groupl groupl|group3""“| g roup l | g roup2 |g roup3  
(N=8)% (N=1Q)%(N=11)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•purpose ^ ^ ^ 0 R 3 0 
"melt" 
•purpose 419 10 10 1^7 1^3 212 
"break" 
丰卿 ose 7L4 io ^ ^ i l J 
"dry" 
•purpose 7L4 40 616 ^ U 3 ~ 
"open" —… 
- I 
Supplementary results tables for Chapter 5 
Judgement data for unpaired ergatives 
1. The normal unpaired ergative construction 
Table 5.13:1 % of target response in unpaired ergatives (pretest) 
School A SchoolB 
g r o u p l I Group! |Groiip3 | g r o u p 4 G r o u p l I Groupl |Group3 |Group4 Group5  
(N二8)% (N= 10)% (N= 11)% (N=31)% (N二6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
Ergative 15 % 80 50 7L4 ^ ^ 
"happen" 
Ergative ^ m 80 T U 813 tTa 718 9 l3 100 
"die" 
Ergative 75 ^ ^ 133 7M f l l T^ ^ 
"fall" 
Ergative im m 100 ^ ^ ITO IW ^ E s 
"arrive" 
Table 5.13.2 % of target response in unpaired ergatives (posttest) 
School A ISchoolB 
Groupl GTDUp2 Group3 lGroup4 g roup lGroup2 Group3 group4“Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N= 11)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Ergative IW % ^ 813 ^ ^ 816 
"happen" 
Ergative IW 100 909 ^ m WO 100 ^ 
"die" 
Ergative im 100 m 813 ^ 91? im 
"fall" 
Ergative m % 813 foo m 9^7 100 
"arrive" 
1 1 1 I I I I I ^  
Table 5.13.3 % of target response in unpaired ergatives posttest) 
School A SchoolB 
groupl GT0up2 Groups groupl g roup2Group3“  
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
Ergative foO ^ TIJ ^ ^ 
"happen" 
Ergative Fw ^ 100 foO 
"die" 
Ergative IW im ^ dU im TH 
"fall" 
Ergative [OO 100 100 im 
"arrive" 
4 
2. '^Passivized unpaired ergative construction 
Table 5.14.1 % of target response in passivized unpaired ergatives (pretest) 
I School A I School B 
groupl Group2 Group3 group4 Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Groups 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
^Passive 25 40 10 448 J U m I 3l3 4^5 4L7 
"happen" 
^Passive ^ 40 415 W 313 0 ^ ^ 75 
"die"  
本 Passive 15 ^ 415 413 ^ ^ ZTI ^ 
"fall"  
"Passive ^ % 909 TU 813 28^ 6 ^ We ^ 
"aiTive" 
I  
Table 5.14.2 % of target response in passivized unpaired ergatives (posttest) 
ISchool A ISchoolB 
Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 groupl Group2 Group3 group4 GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
丰 passive ^ 545 TT W i f l s 712 415 ^ 
"happen" (Q.QH)  
•pas s ive ^ ^ 6 1 5 ^ 4 2 ^ ^ ^ 
"die" 
"passive ^ 40 ^ s U 813 aU 433" 313 
"fall" 
丰 passive 75 ^ 11 ^ IXA 444 f i ^ 
"arrive" 
Table 5.14.2 % of target response in passivized unpaired ergatives 
posttest) 
School A School B 
groupl GT0up2 Group3 Groupl group2 group3  
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•passive 7L4 ^ 50 143 H I 
"happen" 
拿 passive ITO ^ ^ 333 ^ m 
"die" 
•passive im ^ ^ ^ 4L9 m 
"fair 
牟 passive I H ^ ^ ^ ^ 
"amve" 
3. * “Unpaired ergative + by-phrase" construction 
Table 5,15.1 % of target response in unpaired ergative 丄 by-phrase “ 
(pretest) 
I School A I School B 1 
groupl Group2 Group3 group4 Groupl Group2 |Group3 Group4 Group5 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=3l)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
"ni-form 115 0 0 O S 0 0 0 SJ s T 
"happen" 
*ni-form ^ ^ 45l 53l 0 0 0 43^ 
"die" 
本 m-forni u l 0 0 TA 143 0 n j o 
"fall" 
丰 m-fbrrn 25 10 0 24 0 0 0 273 4L7 
"arrive" 
Table 5 J 5.2 % of target response in "impaired ergative + by-phrase ” 
(posttest) 
School A ISchoolB 
Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 g roup l |g roup2(Group3 |group4Groups  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
*m-fonn 115 ^ m 0 0 0 VTA 0 
"happen" 
*ill-fbnn Ws ^ M I 50 R3 712 ^ 
"die" (0.004) 
•iU-fonn y f j 10 ^ V ^ 0 0 0 13 
"fall" 
•iU-fonn ^ 40 Wa 0 H i ^ 
"arrive" 
I  
Table 5.15.3 % of target response in "impaired ergative + by-phrase “ 
posttest) 
I School A I SchoolB 
groupl Group2 Group3 groupl group2 group3  
(N=7)% (N= 10)% (N= 11)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•ill-form 0 Fsl 0 0 0 
"happen" 
•山-form ^ m ^ m ^ H i 
"die" 
本 ill-form 14J 20 0 0 u T 
"fall" 
•lU-tbrm ^ 30 20 0 0 
"amve" 
r. 
4. '^Transitive use of unpaired ergatives 
Table 5.16.1 % of target response in the transitive use of impaired ergatives 
(pretest) 
I School A I School B 
group 1 |Groiip2 |Groiip3 | g roup4Group 1 |Group2 |Group3 |Group4 Groups  
(N=8)% (N=10)�/�（N=n)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
•Transitive 433 50 r f 3 413 0 u T 4 7 i TFT 
”happen" 
•Transitive ^ ^ 45 10 ^ 7L4 50 ^ 15 
"die" 
•Transitive ^ 0 ^ 0 0 iTT 227 ZTS" 
"fall" . . 
Table 5.16.2 % of target response in the transitive use of unpaired ergatives 
(posttest) 
ISchool A ISchool B 
Group 1. Group2 |Group3 |Group4 group 1 | g r o u p 2 | G r o u p 3 |group4""“ GroupS  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
•transitive 50 10 4L9 0 0 iTT 39T 33T 
"happen" • • 
•transitive ^ ^ 12J ^ R 3 TTT 50 
"die" (0.015) (0.025) (0.030) 
•transitive fTs ^ 27J 40 0 0 iTT 39T T^ 
"fall" . 
Table 5.16.3 % of target response in the transitive use of unpaired ergative 
posttest)  
School A SchoolB 
group 1 Group2 Group3 group 1 |Group2 I group3 
(N=7)% (N= 10)0/0 (N= 11)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•transitive f j j ^ 0 0 iTT 
"happen" 
•transitive foo ^ K s ^ 212 
"die" 
•transitive ^ 10 f j 3 0 0 FTT 
"fall" 
7 
5. * "Unpaired ergative + purpose clause" construction 
Table 5.17.1 % of target response in unpaired ergative 一 purpose clause “ 
(posttest) 
I School A I School B 
groupl group2 groups Group4 groupl 2roup2 Group3 GroLip4 Groiip5 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=29)% fN=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=l 1)% 
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
"happen" 
"purpose 0 10 H I S 0 0 0 ^ 
"die" 
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 0 SJ 0 
"fall" 
•purpose 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 1X4 
"arrive" . 
Table 5.17.2 % of target response in ''unpaired ergative + purpose clause “ 
(2nd posttest)  
ISchool A SchoolB 
groupl Group! group3 groupl group2 group3 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 0 
"happen" 
•purpose 0 10 0 0 iTT 
"die" 
•piupose 0 0 0 0 R 3 0 
"fall" 
•purpose 0 0 9.1 0 0 iTT 
"arrive" 
Error Analysis for the unpaired ergatives 
1. ‘ Acceptance of the “unpaired ergative + by-phrase" 
Table 5.18.1 Failure in recognizing the incompatibility of the impaired 
ergative construction and the by-phrase (pretest) 
ISchool A I SchoolB 
groupl Group2 Group3 group4 Groupl 2roup2 Group3 group4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N= 10)% (N= 11)% (N=31)% (N=6)% ('N=7)% CN=9)% (N=23)% (N=I2)% 
"•ill-form 37l ^ l U 333 s l? UA ^ 
"happen" 
"ill-form f U 0 ^ 石 0 i n 0 0 
"die" 
•lU-form 50 ^ � i 0 0 Tu 313 
"fall" 
"ill-tbrm f j l Tq ^ ^ ^ 2U ^ 
"arrive" 
< > 
Table 5.18.2 Failure in recognizing the incompatibility^ of the unpaired 
ergative construct ion and the by-phrase (posttest) 
I School A I School B “ ~ 
Group 1 Group2 Group3 |Group4 Group 1 2 r o u p 2 | g r o u p 3 | g r o i i p 4 G r o u p 5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (^ N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
"ill-fomi ^ 50 ^ 487 K J iT3 212 VIA 33l 
"happen" 
*in-fonn 0 0 0 0 0 iTT 0 0 
"die" 
0 30 f ^ ^ iKl R 3 iTT 43 
"fell" 
115 30 4l5 0 143 u T ^ ^ 
"arrive" 
Table 5.18.3 Failure in recognizing the incompatibility of the impaired 
ergative construction and the by-phrase posttest) 
I School A I School B 
group 1 Group2 group3 group 1 | G r o u p 2 |Group3  
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
本 ill-fonn ^ m 27J ^ 419 333 
"happen" 
•ill-form 0 ~ 0 0 0 ^ 0 
"die" 
•iU-form R 3 20 ^ 143 ^ 
"fall" 
1— 
2. Passivization of the unpaired ergative construction with a by-phrase 
Table 5.19.1 Passivization of the unpaired ergative construction with a by-
phrase (pretest) 
School A ISchoolB 
Group 1 Group2 Group3 Group4 Group 1 |Group2 |Group3 |Group4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N= 10)% (N= 11)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
本111-化™ ^ 10 415 ll9 KJ 0 5 1 21?7 4L7 
"happen" 
"lU-form ^ 40 18^ ^ ^ i l3 u T ^J 0 
"die" 
"lU-form ^ ¥ 415 ^ ^ 313 ^ K J 
"fall" 
"ill-form 0 'O 0 32 i l ? IAJ flT 4 l 0 
"arrive" 
Table 5.19.2 Pcissivizcition of the unpaired ergative construction with a by-
phrase (posttest) -
School A School B “ 
Groupl Group2 group3 GroLip4 Group 1 2 r o u p 2 | g r o u p 3 ~ 2 r o u p 4 G r o u p s  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N二31)% (N二6)%�N=7:)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
率 lil-form 115 io 364 ^ TU ^ ^ 
"happen" ^  
*m-form 0 io ^ % yil ES SJ 0 
"die" 
拿 iii-fonn 50 ^ ^ ^ 57A 522 50 
"fall" 
•m-forrn 115 30 ^ 0 50 7U m ITI 0 
••^ve" I I I I I I (0.030)1 
Table 5.19. SPassivization of the unpaired ergative construction with a by-
phrase posttest) 
School A School B 
groupl GT0up2 group3 groupl Group2 2roup3 
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•ill-form 143 10 2 ? ! 0 42^ 5^6 
"happen" 
i^ll-form 0 10 ^ ^ 313 
"die" 
•iU-forai 7L4 40 ^ 419 516 
"fall" 
•lU-form ^ 0 ^ yjA K J 
"arrive" 
3. Acceptance of the passivized unpaired ergatives 
Table 5.20.1 Failure in recognizing the ungrammaticality of passivized 
unpaired ergatives (pretest) 
School A I School B 
groupl |Group2 |group3|Group4 Groupl|Group2 |Group3 |Group4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N= I0)% (N= 11)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N= 12)% 
^ 30 ^ 313 W yjA TLS 50 
•"happen" 
•passive T i l Jo ^ 197 K J fTT ^ 
"die" 
•passive JTI 50 J ^ ^ i l l TU iTI ^ l U 
••fall" 
•Passn-e Ol 0 0 U ；6.7 ::.:� ii.! l lo 0 
"amve" 
I') 
Table 5.20.2 Failure in recognizing the un^rcinimaticcilHy of passivized 
impaired ergatives (posttest) 
一 I School A LSchooI 13 ‘ 1 
groupl Group2 |group3|Group4 Groupl |2roup2|group3~|Groiip4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N二 10)% (N=ll)% (N二31)% (N二6)o/o (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
''passive 0 20 273 J I J 7L4 ^ i T s TJT 
"happen" " •‘ 
^passive ^ r i3 216 ^ 419 22l 2L7 ^ 
"die" 
^passive f B 40 r i l 29 ^ 4 4 4 " 4 1 5 W i 
"passive l i s " — 0 0 l l9 ^ 143 ^ 87 0 
"arrive" 
Table 5.20.3 Failure in recognizing the ungrammaticality of passivized 
impaired ergatives (2"^ posttest) 
School A SchoolB 
Groupl Group2 group3 Group l |g roup2 |Group3  
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•passive 10 ^ ^ 7L4 T n 
"happen" • 
"passive 0 0 713 ^ 57T 
"die" 
"passive 0 30 ^ 419 W l 
"fall" . 
•passive lIS 0 oT ^ STT JPi 
"arrive" • 
4. Overpassivization of the "unpaired ergative + purpose clause" 
construction 
Table 5.21.1 Over-passivization of unpaired ergative construction (posttest) 
'' I School A ‘ I School B ‘ 
胖 p i Group2 |group3|group4 groupl""“|Group2 |group3lGroup4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=11)% (N=29)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=1 1)% 
！ p P ^ 10 18：2 97 ~ S I 0 m 0 
happen" 
115 0 0 0 0 4 1 9 f l T 0 0 
丰 purpose l l ? 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 0 
"fair, ^ 
0~ 0 0 0 0 143 0 43 0 
"amve" 
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Table 5.21.2 0verpassivization of the unpaired ergative construction (2'''^ 
posttest) 
School A School B 
groupl Group2 group3 group 1 group2 2roup3 
(^ N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% 
*puipose 143 0 0 l U 0 
"happen" 
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 
"die" 
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 UA 
"fall" 
*puipose 0 0 0 0 0 
"arrive" 
5. Acceptance of the ‘‘unpaired ergative + purpose clause" 
Table 5.22.1 Unable to recognize the incompatibility (posttest) 
I groupl""“|Group2 | g r o u p 3 | g r o u p 4 I g r o u p l | g r o u p 2 | G r o u p 3 |Group4 |Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=29)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=ll)% 
•purpose ^ ^ ^ S 50 s H ^ 50 
"happen" ‘ 
•purpose ^ ^ 45^ m ^ 419 5l6 ^ ^ 
"die" 
•puipose 3 7 l ~ TO ^ ^ 7L4 TI^ U 0 
"fall" 
•purpose 815 ShS ^ 57T ^ ^ 50 
"arrive" 
Table 5.22.2 Unable to recognize the incompatibility of the unpaired 
ergative construction and the purpose clause posttest) 
School A I SchoolB ‘ “ 
groupl Group2 groups groupl group2|group3  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•purpose y i J % ^ f l S 
•’ha_pp€n" 
•purpose ^ ^ 453 ^ 7L4 ^ 
"die" 
•puipose 8l7 IW ^ ^ ^ W i 
"fall" 
审 purpose 7L4 100 717 813 T U t T s 
"arrive" 
Appendix II The interpretation task 
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Name: Class: Class No.:  
(A) P r e s e n t a t i o n 
Which is the best way of continuing the following short texts? Can you say why? 
1. Ken and Tracy gave a very strong push to a car. After several tries,  
a. the car moved. 
b. the car was moved 
c. Tom moved the car. 
2. The glass that Tom bought last Monday was very fragile  
a. It was broken easily. 
b. Tom broke it easily. 
c. It broke easily. 
3. Something strange began to happen when Tom and his sisters were watching TV 
in the dining room  
a. TJie kitchen door was opened suddenly. 
b. I W opened the kitchen door suddenly. 
c. The kitchen door opened suddenly. 
4. On a sunny day in summer, John was talking to his girlfriend on the mobile 
phone in the street. He was holding an ice-cream with his right hand. After 
15 minutes of conversation,  
a. the ice-cream melted. 
b. the ice-cream was melted. 
c. John melted the ice-cream. 
5. On a dry day, Tom went out to the street to play with his friend after washing his 
hair. ‘ After 20 minutes of playing,  
a. Tom dried his hair. 
b. Tom's hair was dried. 
c. his hair dried. 
6. On its maiden voyage to the America, the ship 'Ti tanic" collided with an iceberg 
on a freezing night  
a. The iceberg sank the ship to the bottom of the sea. 
b. The ship then sank to the bottom of the sea 
c. The ship was then sunk to the bottom of the sea. 
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7. Owing to a strong push by Thomas,  
a. the bottle on the table was dropped onto the floor. 
b. the bottle on the table dropped onto the floor. 
c. Thomas dropped the bottle onto the floor. 
8. The.British navy was attacked by the enemy. The enemy's attack was so 
vigorous that  
a. • some of the ships in the British navy were sunk to the bottom of the sea. 
b. some of the ships in the British navy sank to the bottom of the sea. 
c. the enemy sank some of the ships in the British navy to the bottom of the 
sea, * 
9. Peter and Susan entered a haunted house at night and something strange 
happened  
a. The door was suddenly closed behind them. 
b. The door suddenly closed behind them. 
c. Peter suddenly closed the 'door behind them. 
10. Daniel deliberately pushed the glass off the table  
a. The glass broke then. 
b. Daniel broke the glass then. . • 
c. The glass was broken then. 
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(B) Picture labelling 
Look at the following pair of pictures. Write down the letter of the sentence (i.e. 
a. or b.) that in your opinion best describes each pair of pictures. 
1 . 纷 _ 卜 I 傻 . 
a. The glass on the table broke. 
b. The glass on the table was broken. . 
• • 
厂乂少O——• 
a. The ice melted in the pan. -




a. The clothes dried in the sun. 
b. The clothes were dried in the sun. " 
\ 
a. The door opened. 
. b. The door was opened. 
’ K, 
^ ^、、 f ^ ^ M h 
/ Q a a a ^ _ _ ^ 顿 W 
I . A 
_ _ ‘ _ f T ^ 
/ G o E o ] 
I o ^ 
a. The bxis was parked at the bus stop at 3.00 p.m. 
b. The bus arrived at the bus stop'at 3.00 p.m. 
I I . 〜 
^ The ship was sunk, 
b. The ship sank. • 
/ 
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a. The man died in his bed. ： 
b. The man was killed in his bed. 
— 
a. An accident happened on the road. 
b. An accident was caused by the drunken man. 
IX 




a. The apples fell down from the tree. 
b. The apples were picked from the tree. 
a. The building collapsed. 
b. The building was knocked down. 
Appendix III The production task 
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Name: Class: Class No.  
Fill in the blanks in the provided context. 
1. Daniel deliberately pushed the glass off the table. The glass  
(break) then. 
2. The ship “Titanic” collided with an iceberg and (sink) to the bottom 
of the 'sea on its maiden voyage. 
3. Owing to a strong push by Dickson，the bottle on the table (drop) 
onto the floor. 
4. The glass that Tom bought last Monday was very fragile. It (break) 
easily. > 
5. Something strange began to happen when Tom and his sister were watching TV 
in the dining room. The kitchen door (open) suddenly. 
6. On a dry day, Tom went out to the street to play with his friend after washing his 
hair. After 20 minutes of playing，his hair (dry). 
7. On a SHimy day in summer, John was talking to his girlfriend through the mobile 
phone in the street. He was holding an ice-cream cone with his right hand. 
After 15 minutes of conversation, the ice-cream (melt). 
8. Peter and Susan entered a haunted house at night. The door suddenly  
(close) behind them. 
9. Ken and Tracy gave a very strong push to a car. After several tries, the car  
(move). 
10. The British navy was attacked by the enemy. The enemy's attack was so 
vigorous that some of the ships in the British navy (sink) to the 
bottom of the sea. 
< 
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Make sentences using the words given to describe the situation illustrated by the 
pictures. Decide whether a passive sentence or an ergative sentence is suitable 













gu j : 
(door/open) 
n — f f j n 




: (The man/kill) 
S Q i , # 一 、-.、.、、、.履 
：舰 
(An accident/cause/the drunken man) 





均 一 脑 g j 













- ； : s r 
(ship/sink) 
Appendix IV Teaching material 
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The handout for the formal grammar teaching 
Transitive verbs are those followed by an object: 
Subject + a transitive verb + Object 
e.g. Tom kicked the ball. 
o M I I _ _ _ 1 I 
Transitive verbs can be used in passive sentences, 
e.g. The ball was kicked by Tom. 
Intransitive verbs are those verbs not followed by an object: 
Subject + an intransitive verb 
J —   
e.g. Tom^ried. � 
The vase broke. (2) 
A car accident happened yesterday. (3) � 
Intransitive verbs can be further subdivided into 2 types, namely unergatives (such as 
that in (1)) and ergatives (such as that in (2) & (3)). T£e subject of unergatives is 
the ‘‘active doer" of the action described by the verb while the subject of ergatives is 
not the "doer". 
A. Unergatives 
The subject of an unergative is the active doer of the action described by the verb. 
Unergatives cannot form passive sentences, 
e.g. Tom smiled happily. 
*Tom was smiled, (wrong) 
Tom ran quickly. 
*Tom was run quickly, (wrong) 
In the above examples, the person who carried out the action of smiling and running is 
Tom himself, which is the subject of the sentences. 
B. Ergatives 
Ergatives are those intransitive verbs which involve a change of state or location. 
Such changes do not have volitional controls. They describe an action or event 
which happened all by itself. In other words, the verbs are internally causative. 
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No active doer is involved to cause the action or event. Ergatives can be further sub-
divided into two types, namely the paired ergatives (such as that in (2)) and 
unpaired ergatives (such as that in (3)). 
B.l Paired ergatives  
講I 陶 
(4) <S； (5) (6) 
Some verbs can functioa as both transitive verbs and intransitive verbs, such as 
“break’，，"clear", "dry", "continue", “melf，."etc. When these verbs function as 
intransitive verbs, they are called “ergatives” or more specifically, "paired ergatives". 
e.g. Tom broke the glass yesterday. (Transitive) (4) 
The glass was broken yesterday. (Passive) (5) 
The glass broke yesterday. (Ergative) (6) 
When the verbs are used as ergative verbs, the action expressed by the verb is not 
done by an active doer. For example, when we compared sentence (4) & (5) with 
sentence (6), the former sentences consist of an active doer to complete the action of 
breaking the glass but the latter sentence does not. The action described by the verb 
"break" in the latter sentence is said to be done in a condition involving lack of 
volitional controL 
B»2 Unpaired ergatives 
The term 'impaired ergatives，，refers to the verbs that can only be used as ergatives 
such as “happen，，，“appear", "disappear", "occur"...etc. 
e.g. An accident happened yesterday. 
*An accident was happened yesterday, (wrong) 
The magician suddenly disappeared from the stage. 
*The magician was suddenly disappeared f rom the stage, (wrong) 
U n p a i r e d ergatives are not transitive verbs . T h e r e f o r e they cannot form passive 
sentence such as those shown above. 
Unpaired ergatives are often verbs of existence and appearance. They describe the 
final state of an event which do not involve a change of state: 
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Compare the verb “melt，，（a paired ergative) and “disappear” (an impaired ergative) in 
the following sentences: 
The ice melted in the pan. 
The magician disappeared from the stage. 
§ I U ' ^ 
编I — 1° 
In the first sentence, the verb "melt" describes the process of “melting”. In the � 
second sentence, the verb "disappear" only describes the state of the magician that he 
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Appendix V The grammaticality judgement task 
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The Grammticality Judgement Task (unrandomized version) 
Circle only one answer in each of the following statements. For the statements that you claim 
to be ungrammatical, please provide a correction at the space below the sentence. There is 
no spelling mistake in this exercise. You are not allowed to go back to the previous questions 
after you have pat in the answer. You have 30 minutes to answer all the questions. 
Paired Ergatives 
The fire melted the butter. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The butter was melted. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The butter melted. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The butter melted by the fire. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The butter melted to serve as a flavouring. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The butter was melted to serve as a flavouring. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
Tom broke the cup. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The cup was broken by Tom. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The cup broke (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The cup broke by Tom. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The cup broke to let the tea out. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The cup was broken to let the tea out. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The world record broke. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
Tom dried the clothes with a drying machine. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The clothes was dried. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The clothes dried. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The clothes dried by a drying machine. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The clothes dried to let Tom put on. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The clothes were dried to let Tom put on. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
Tom opened the window. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The window was opened. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The window opened. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The window opened by Tom. (correct/inconrect/not sure) 
*The window opened to let the bird in. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The window was opened to let the bird in. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
U n p a i r e d ergatives 
*A careless driver happened a traffic accident yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
* An accident was happened yesterday. (correct/inconect/not sure) 
An accident happened.yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*An accident happened by a careless driver yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*A traffic accident happened to collect insurance yesterday, (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
< 
*Toin died Peter with a knife. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
•Peter was died in his bed. (correct/incoirect/not sure) 
Peter died in his bed. (correct/incoirect/not sure) 
•Peter died by Mary yesterday, (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*Peter died to make Mary feel unhappy. (corxect/incoirect/not sure) 
•The wind fell down the leaves from the tree. (correct/incoirect/not sure) 
*The leaves were fallen down from the tree. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The leaves fell down from the tree. . (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The leaves fell down by the wind. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*The leaves fell down from the tree to let them become fertilL' (correct/incorrect/not s u r e ) � 
*Tom was arrived late. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
"Tom arrived late yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*Toni arrived late by Mary yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*Tom arrived late to make Mary feel unhappy. (coixect/incorrect/not sure) 
Transitives 
Tom hit Mary with his hand yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
Tom was hit by Mary yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*Tom hit. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
Tom cut the bread with a knife yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
The bread was cut by Tom yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
*Tom cut. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
Tom saw a bird yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
A bird was seen by Tom yesterday. (correct/incoirect/not sure) 
*Tom saw yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
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T o m chased a cat yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
A cat was chased by Tom yesterday. (correct/mcorrect/not sure) 
*Tom chased yesterday. (correct/incorrect/not sure) 
/ 
� 
Appendix VI The free production task 
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•‘ Use the words given in the bracket to make as many grammatical sentences as you 
can. Please do not make sentences with a similar structure twice. 
1. (break/the bottle) 
I 
2. (arrive/the bus) � 
3. (sink/the boat) 
� 
4. (translate/poem) 
�A 5. (close/window) 
f 
• -
6. (fall/the leaves) 
7. (watch/the movie) 
8. (attadc/the country) 
34 
� • � 9 . (occur/A disaster) 
# 
10. (break/the world record) 
� . 
Appendix VII Result Tables 
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Table JJ' % of target response in the ergative form of paired ergatives 
(pretest) 
School A School B 
Groupl Group2 group3 Groiip4 Group 1 2roup2 Group3 Group4Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
Hrgative IQ T2J Wl 33J ？Tl 5 l 6 ^ J j T " 
"melt" ^  
Ergative ^ ^ IS l l H 212 83 
"break" 
Ergative ^ 30 ^ l l j VIA ^~~ 
"dry"  
Ergative ~ ~ 5 ^ 30 20?7 ^ 419 f u m 4L7~~ 
"open" 
Table 1.2 % of target response in the ergative form of paired ergatives (post 
test) 
I School A I School B ‘ 
groupl Group! Group3 Group4 Groupl |Group2 I GroupS |Group4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Ergative 100 909 t T ^ 100 TT^ 512 m 
"melt" 
Ergative 15 % "273 ^ ^ TLS 21J ^ 
"break" (0.005) (0.001) 
Ergative ^ % ^ 29 m ^ 21?7 
(O.mi) (0.005) (0.004) (O.QQl)  
Ergative 75 90 273 216 813 IW T f l 50 
"opgn" (0.033)1 (0.001)1 (0.030)1 
Table 1.3 % of target response in the ergative form of paired ergatives 
posttest) 
ISchool A SchoolB 
groupl Group! group3 groupl group2 groups 
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
Ergative IW ^ 813 8^7 ^ 
"melt" 
Ergative T U 80 273 ^ yfX ^ 
"break" 
Ergative 7L4 % Y H ^ ^ l l J 
"diy" 
Ergative 7 U 90 45^ 813 
"open" 
‘Group l=interpretation task group/ Group 2=production task group/ Group 3= no task group/ 
Group 4=control group/ Group 5=mere interpretation task group 
V) 
Table 2.1 % of target response in the passive form of paired ergciti ves (pre I est) 
School A School B ‘ 
group I|Group2 |CiroLip3 |Group4 Group!Group! |Group3 |Group4 Group5 
— (N=8)% (N=10)%(N=11)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (-N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=I2;% 
P ‘说 ive ^ % ^ 5L7 ^ fr\ ™ ^ 50 
"melt"  
Passive 100 m im s^ ss^ ^ iw 
"break" 
Passive im % 100 ^ 85J ^ ^ ^ 
"dry"  
Passive iW IW FOO ^ 813 85J IW ^ ^ 
"open"  
Table 2.2 % of target response in the passive form of paired ergatives 
(posttest) 
School A I School B "1 
Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 g r o u p l I groupl |Group3 |Group4 GioupS  
(N=8)% (N=1Q)% (N=l 1)% (N=3l)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Passive ^ 50 415 m 444 m 6&7 
"melt" 
Passive 615 80 ^ ^ 50 El 444 ^ m 
"break" 
Passive ‘ ~ ^ ^ K S 50 SVT ^ 719 
"dry" 
Passive ^ TO ^ ^ 50 817 ^ 95?7 100 
"open" 
Table 2.2 % of target response in the passive form of paired ergatives 
posttest) 
ISchool A SchoolB 
Groupl group2 group3 groupl Group2 |group3  
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
Passive ^ ^ ^ l U . W i 
"melt" 
Passive 7L4 ^ 100 W i 85J TT^ 
"break" 
Passive 7L4 ^ ^ 50 ^ flS 
"dry" 
Passive 7L4 80 SLS 50 7L4 ^ 
"open" 
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Table 3.1 % of target response in paired ergative — by-phrase “ (pre test) 
~ ISchool A I School B 
group 1 |Group2 I Group3 |Group4 Group 1 |Group2 |Groiip3 |Group4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N二 11)% (N=31)% (N=6)o/�(N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12j% 
^ ^ ^ 448 50 lU ^ ^ 
"melt" " 
15 ^ sis 50 4l9 T}^ ^ 
"break" ‘ 
f B ^ ^ Wq ^ ^ 313 ^ ^ 
"dry"  
*胞、orm U5 IQ ^ 12A 100 28^ 212 ^ ^ 
"open"  
Table 3.2 % of target response in "paired ergative - by-phrase “ (posttest) 
School A ISchoolB 
Group 1 Group2 Group3 |Group4 group 1 |Group2 |Group3 |Group4 GroupS  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)0/0 (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
•ill-fonn . ^ % ^ ^ tTa TLS Til 50 
"melt" ^ (0.Q3Q)  
*iU-fonn 87.5 100 100 819 100 SSJ ^ ^ ^ 
"break" (0.037) 
•iU-fonn 75 m ^ 733 ^ 57T 5l6 ^ 
"dry" (0.037) 
*iU-fonn 100 ^ ^ ^ 813 
I I I I I 丨（0.030)1 
Table 3.3 % of target response in "paired ergative 十 by-phrase ” (2"这 posttest) 
ISchool A SchoolB 
Group 1 group2 group3 group 1 |Group2 |group3~ 
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
*in-fonn ^ 80 ^ ^ 419 ^ 
"melt" 
•iU-fbmi ioo 90 8L8 ^ ^ 
"break" 
•iU-form 100 ^ m ^ ^ ^ 
"dry" 
•ill-form 8 l7 80 'Ks ^ 57T 778 
"open" 
I—^  
Table 4.2 % of target response in “passive — purpose clause ” (posttest) 
School A ISchoolB 
Group 1 group2 Group3 group4 group 1 2roup2|Group3 |2roup4Group5 
(N=8)% (N= 10)% (N= 11)% (N=29)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=l 1)% 
P ^ s e ^ m ^ 813 317 El 33J ^ 50 
"melt" 
P ^ o s e ^ 90 元 S H 311 y u 313 ^ ^ 
"break" 
Piirpose 75 SO SO SO 50 100 TU 1^4 100 
"dry-" 
P ^ o s e S t I 90 717 ^ ！^ m I T I m 
"open" 
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Table 4.3 % of target response in "passive • purpose clause “ posttest) 
School A School B 
groupl group2 groiip3 group I Group2 Group3 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
Purpose ^ ^ 717 ^ l U ^ 
"melt" 
Purpose TM ^ 121 ^ 419 K 6 
"break" 
Purpose 85?7 10 ^ 50 85?7 444 
丨’ dry" 
Purpose 85?7 ^ S H ^ 7 U 5 l 6 
"open" 
Table 5.2 % of target response in "paired ergative + purpose clause” 
(posttest) 
School A “ I School B ‘ 
Groupl |group2|Group3 | g r o u p 4 g r o u p l I g n o u p l | G r o u p 3 |Group4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=29)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=ll)% 
•purpose 75 ^ ^ 419 2 l2 3 0 l 333 
"melt" 
•puipose 3 7 l ^ 71 0 ^ u T 5^5 50 
"break" 
"purpose ^ m 10 ^ ^ lU m ^ 
"dry" 
"purpose 2 5 ~ 50 545 5L6 STT H I ^ 
"open" 
Table 5.3 % of target response in “paired ergative + purpose clause” 
posttest) 
I School A School B 
groupl groupl groups groupl groupl group3  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•purpose yjA 20 X13 0 u l 0 
"melt" 
准 purpose 419 10 TO 141 ^ 
"break" 
•purpose ^ 10 m 313 UA 
"dry" 
•purpose 7L4 40 ^ ^ l i j H H 
"open"  
Table 6.2 Semantic restrictions of paired ergatives (posttest) 
I School A I School B 
Groupl group2 Group 3 Group4 Groupl oroup2 Group 3 Group4 GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=29)% (N=6)%�N=7)�/o (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=I1)% 
•restricted ^ 90 ^ ^ s U 722 71~4 ^ 
"break" 
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Table 6.3 Semantic restrictions of paired ergatives f2"'' posttest) 
ISchool A SchoolB 
group 1 Group2 group 3 groupl group2 2roup3 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% IN=6)% ( N = 7 ) % � N = 9 ) % 
•restricted T f l ^ ^ 2 U 
"break" 
Table 7.1 Over-passivization of the ergative constnictioti (pretest) 
School A School B 
groupl Group2 group3 Group4 G r o u p l | g r o u p 2 | G r o u p 3 |Group4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
Ergative 0 20 9.1 0 0 R 3 UA 2 \ J 0 
"melt" 
Ergative ^ ^ ^ S s 50 ^ 516 ^ W 
"break" 
Ergative 50 30 4^5 313 0 0 0 
"dry" 
Ergative ^ 50 ^ ^ 50 
"open" 
Table 7.2 Over-passivization of the ergative construction posttest) 
School A I School B 
Groupl Group2 group3 Group4 g r o u p l | g r o u p 2 | g r o u p 3 | G r o u p 4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Ei^ative 0 0 ^ 12 0 h T 0 
"melt" 
Ergative 115 10 546 412 i l ? 0 iTT WZ W 
"b秘丨 ( 0 ^ 
Ergative 12,5 10 54.6 61.3 0 u l l l T 
"奶” (0.004) 
Ergative 25 10 ^ 5L6 0 iTT W 6 ^ 
(0-037)1 i I I I (0.013)1 (0.025) 
Table 7.3 Over-passivization of the ergative construction posttest) 
I School A School B 
Groupl Group2 Group3 Groupl group2 Group3 
‘ (N=7)% (N= 10)% (N= 11)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
Ergative 0 0 ^ 0 0 iTT 
"melt" 
Ergative \43 20 s U ^ IH 
"break" 
Ergative l U 10 717 H 3 22^ 
"dry" 
Ergative I sZ fo \Kl R 3 H T 
"open" 
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Table 8.1 01'er-genera/izafion of ergative construction to passive 
construction (pre-test) 
~ I School A I School 13 
Group 1 Groiip2 Group3 Group4 group 1 Group2 |groLip3Group4 Group5 
(N=8)% (N=10)o/�（N=ll)o/�（N二31)% (N=6)% (N二7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
Passive • ^ 10 ^ 212 ^ ^ 
"melt" 
Passive 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
"break" 
Passive 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
"diy" 
Passive 0 0 0 0 0 0 43" 83 
"open" 
Table 8.2 Over-generalization of ergative construction to passive 
construction (post test) 
I School A I School B 
Group 1 Group2 Group3 group4 group 1 I Group! |group3|Group4 Groups 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Passive 0 0 0 412 50 W6 313 39T 313 
"melt" 
Passive 371 Fo 0 12 50 0 722 43 0 
"break" 
Passive f H " . ^ ^ 12 50 28^ 6 TIT ^ 
"diy" (0.03) 
Passive ^ 20 0 0 50 0 m 43 0 
"open" 
Table 8.3 Over-generalization of ergative construction to passive construction 
(2"d posttest) 
I School A School B 
Group 1 Group2 group3 Group 1 group2 Group3 
• (N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
Passive 7 U ^ 143 m 
"melt" (0.008) 
Passive 10 0 313 0 H I 
"break" 
Passive ^ 10 0 16?7 0 212 
"dry" 
Passive ^ 10 l O iK? 143 313 
"open" 
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Table 9.2 Generalization of ergative construction to passive construction with 
a purpose clause (posttest) 
I School A I School B 1 
groupl |group2 I Group 3 |Group4 groupl |Group2 I group 3 | g r o u p 4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N二 10)% (N二 11)% (N=31 )�/（N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
i l 5 20 36.4 l l 9 ^ l U 444 f j \61 
"melt" ‘ 
P^ose JIS 10 0 333 0 444 0 
"break" 
^ose ^ 10 0 33J 0 ^ ^ 0 
^TposQ 115 ~ ~ 0 9T 0 ^ 0 ^ 43 0 
"open" 
Table 9.3 Generalization of the ergative construction to the passive 
construction with a purpose clauses posttest) 
School A School B 
Groupl Group2 group3 groupl group2""“I groups~  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
Purpose i l3 10 oT 313 ^ ^ 
"melt" 
Purpose R 3 10 ^ 333 
"break" 
Purpose 14J ^ ^ 333 R 3 313 
"dry" 
Purpose R 3 10 IS2 ^ 143 ^ 
"open" 
Table 10.2 Failure in recognizing the incompatibility of paired ergatives and 
purpose clauses (posttest) 
School A I School B 1 
groupl group2 Groups | g r o u p 4 g r o u p l | g r o u p 2 I Groups |group4 GroupS  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
*PuiP0se 615" 30 3M 29 50 419 ^ 512 ^ 
"melt" 
^ ^ ^ 97 ^ 419 ™ ^ 
315 ^ ^ 216 313 ^ ^ ^ 
零 se f j 3 40 ^ 29 ^ ^ ITI 0 
"open" 
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Table 10.3 Failure in recognizing the incompatibility of ergatives and 
purpose clauses posttest) 
School A SchoolB 
Group 1 Group2 groiip3 group 1 groiip2 oroup3 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (:N=9)% 
•purpose 419 TO ^ ^ ^ ^ 
"melt" (0.037) 
•purpose ^ % ^ VTT ^ 
"break" 
•purpose 2^6 % S l? ^ 419 ^ 
"dry" (0.050) 
•purpose 143 50 l j 3 313 STT ^ 
"open" 
Table 11.1 % of target response in unpaired ergatives (pretest) 
ISchool A ISchoolB 
group 1 Group2 Gioup3 group4 Group 1 Group2 Group3 Group4 GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
Ergative ^ 90 80 ^ 50 7L4 ^ ^ W i 
"happen" 
Ergative W s 100 "SO ^ 813 7L4 ™ ^ ITO 
"die" 
Ergative ^ 80 ^ 500 7L4 T f l 783 ^ 
"fall" 
Ergative I w 80 813 ^ 100 87；0 813 
"arrive" 
Table 11.2 %of target response in unpaired ergatives (posttest) 
I School A I School B 
Group 1 Group! Group3 Group4 group 1 Group! Groups group4 GroupS 
(N:8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
Ergative lOO" % 806 813 85?7 ^ ^ ^ 
"happen" 
Ergative 100 FOO 909 FOO 100 100 ^ 
"die" 
Ergative m IW STT 813 IW ^ ^ IW 
"fair 
Ergative 100 100 100 90 ^ im ^ 100 
"arrive" 
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Table 11.3 % of target response in unpaired ergatives posttest) 
School A School B 
group 1 Group2 Group 3 group 1 groiip2 Group3 
(N二7)% (N-10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (V=7)% 
Ergative ^ 717 ^ ^ 
"happen" 
Ergative IW IW ^ m ^ K)0 
"die" 
Ergative IW ^ ^ f j J 
"fall" 
Ergative m 100 m iM im 
"arrive" 
Table 12.1 % of target response in passivized unpaired ergatives (pretest) 
ISchool A ISchoolB 
groupl Group2 Group3 group4 Groupl Groupl I GroupS |Group4 GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
孝 Passive 25 40 10 448 ^ ~ 14.3 313 415 41?7 
"happen" 
•Passive 50 40 i U ^ ^ 0 ^ 75 
"die"  
•Passive 25 ^ 45^ 413 ^ ^ 313 诏 50 
"fall"  
"Passive 815 90 909 813 ^ 615 ^ ^ 
"arrive" 
Table 12.2 %of target response in passivized unpaired ergatives (posttest) 
ISchool A ISchoolB 
Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 groupl Group2 Group3 group4 Groups 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
"passive 80' 5 4 l tT R 3 I H 415 50 
"happen" (Q.Qll)  
"passive 50 70 ^ 313 419 516 ^ 
"die" 
"passive ^ 40 ^ ^ 813 444 415 ^ 
"fall" 
"passive ^ m ^ TT 333 7L4 f i ^ 
"arrive" 
Table 12.3 % of target response in passivized impaired ergatives (2"'^ 
posttest) 
School A School B 
groupl Group2 Group3 Groupl group2 sroupS 
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
丰 passive 7L4 TO 50 l U Hi 
"happen" 
•passive IW ^ ^ 333 WE HI 
"die" 
•passive FOO ^ ^ 50 419 212 
"fall" 
•passive ^ 90 ^ ^ ^ ^ 
"amve" 
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Table 13.1 % of target response in ''impaired ergative 一 by-phrase” 
(pretest) 
School A School B 
group I Group2 Groups group4 Group 1 G r o u p 2 |Group3 |Group4 Group5 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N二7)�/�（N二9)% (N-23)% (N=12)% 
*ni-form 115 0 0 l l s 0 0 0 I I iTT 
"happen" 
*in-fonn ^ ^ 45l J J l 0 0 ~~0 433 ^ 
"die" 
*in-tbrm MI 0 0 14 l I J 0 217 0 
•Tall" 
*ni-form 25 10 0 24 0 0 0 273 4 U 
"arrive" 
Table 13.2 % of target response in “impaired ergative + by-phrase “ 
(posttest) 
I School A I School B 
Groupl Group2 GroupS Group4 groupl group2 Group3 group4 Groups 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
•ill-form U s ^ 183 0 0 0 114 0 
"happen" 
^ill-fonn fTs ^ 5^5 56J 50 l U 722 ^ W 
"die" (0.004) 
•ill-form j i l 10 ^ 119 0 0 0 13 
"fall" 
•ill-form Jd 40 3M I ? ! IK? 0 ^ 
"arrive" 
Table 13.3 % of target response in "unpaired ergative + by-phrase “ 
posttest) 
School A SchoolB 
groupl Group2 Group3 groupl group2 2roup3 
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=U)% ^=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•ill-form 2^6 0 i H 0 0 0 
"happen" 
•ill-form ^ ^ ^ 313 212 
"die,. 
•iii-tbm u j 20 i n 0 0 iTT 
"tall" 
•ill-tbrm J I9 30 20 0 0 I I I 
"arrive" 
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Table 14. J % of target response in (he transitive use of unpaired ergatives 
(pretest) 
School A School B 
group 1 Group! Group 3 groiip4 Group 1 Group2 Group3 Group4 Group 5 
(N二8)0/�(N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
=^ Transitive 50 273 43J 0 u T 418 4L7 
"happen" 
•Transitive 75 40 45 10 ^ T U ^ 15 
"die"  
•Transitive f f l 0 0 0 u T W i TU 
"fall"  
Table 14.2 % of target response in the transitive use of unpaired ergatives 
(posttest) 
I School A I School B 
Group 1 Group! GroupS Group4 group 1 group2 Group3 group4 GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
•transitive ^ 10 ^ 4 L 9 ~ 0 0 iTT 39T ^ 
"happen" 
•transitive 15 90 72?7 Z^ l I ? R3 iTT 50 
"die" (0.015) (0.025) (0.030) 
•transitive f j l ^ f l l 40 0 0 h T m 
"fall"  
Table 14.3 % of target response in the transitive use of unpaired ergative 
posttest)  
I School A I School B 
group I Group! Groups group I Group2 groupS 一 
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•transitive ^ 20 m 0 0 iTT 
"happen" 
•transitive 80 Ks 333 28!6 212 
"die" 
•transitive 28!6 10 TJ3 0 0 iTT 
"fall" 
Table 15.2 % of target response in “impaired ergative + purpose clause “ 
(posttest) 
" ISchool A I SchoolB 
group 1 group2 group3 GT0up4 group I 2roup2 Group3 GT0Up4 GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=29)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=ll)% 
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
"happen"  
•purpose 0 W HI 323 0 0 0 
"die"  
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 0 SJ 0 
"fall"  
•puipose 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 17A \6J 
"arrive"  
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Table 15.3 % of larget response in "unpaired ergative — purpose clause “ 
posttest) 
School A School B 
group I Group2 group3 group 1 group2 group3 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
^purpose 0 0 0 0 0 0 
"happen" 
•purpose 0 10 f ^ 0 0 u T 
"die" 
•puipose 0 0 0 0 0 
"fall" 
•purpose 0 0 5T 0 0 f l T 
"arrive" 
Table 16.1 Failure in recognizing the incompatibility of the ergative 
construction and the by-phrase (pretest) 
I School A ‘ (School B 
groupl Group2 Group3 group4 Groupl group2|Group3 |group4GroupS 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
"iU-form ^ 70 ^ 313 85J iTT 3U ^ 
"happen" 
•rn-form 115 0 OT ^ 0 143 212 0 0 
"die" 
•iU-form ^ 40 45^ ^ 0 0 iTT ^ ^ 
"fall" 
•ill-form f f l 30 546 f u ^ ^ S3 
"arrive" 
Table 16.2 Failure in recognizing the incompatibility of the impaired ergative 
construction and the by-phrase (posttest) 
I School A I School B 
Groupl Groupl Group3 Group4 Groupl group2 group3 group4 Group5   
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
•ill-forai ^ 50 ^ ^ 143 212 VIA 诏 
"happen" 
•iU-tbrm 0 0 0 63" 0 o ' f l T 0 0 
"die" 
•lU-form 0 ^ K l l U u l f lT 43 \6J 
"tall" 
lis 30 4 1 5 iKl 0 143 F T T 8 J ^ 
"amve" 
47 
Table 16.3 Failure in recognizing the incompatihilify of the ergcUive 
construction and the by-phrase posttest) 
School A School B 
group 1 Group2 group3 groupl |Group2 Group3 
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=l 1)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
*in-form ^ ^ 27J ^ 419 i l l 
"happen" 
*ill-fonn 0 0 0 0 IKE 0 
"die" 
"in-forai 143 W 9T lU MJ 212 
"tall" 
Table 17.1 Passivization of the ergative construction with a by-phrase 
(pretest) 
School A “ ISchoolB 
Groupl I Groupl |Group3 |Group4 Groupl |Group2 |Group3 |Group4 GroupS  
(N=8)% (N=]0)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
•iU-fomi ^ 10 4 5 l 119 313 0 444 ^ 4L7 
"happen" 
丰山-form 25 40 \S2 50 i U f iT 8?7 0 
"die" 
^ 40 453 315 E s ^ 333 ^ 
"fall" 
0 0 0 1 2 T ^ R 3 i T T 43 0 
"arrive" 
Table 17.2 Passivization of the impaired ergative construction with a by-
phrase (posttest) . 
School A SchoolB 
Groupl Group2 group3 Group4 Group l jg roup2 |g roup3 |g roup4“Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
-馳 im 115 10 ^ 7 U 55!6 415 诏 
"happen" ^  
*m-form 0 � 0 iKl ^ 50 TH 313 8?7 0 
"die" 
•iU-form ^ ^ ^ ^ 813 J/T ^ ^ ^ 
"fall" 
•iU-fomi i l5 ^ ^ 0 ^ 7L4 ^ ITI 0 
•'虹 ve" I (0.030)1 I I 
48 
TahJe l7.3Passivization of the ergative constmctioti with a by-phrase (2"'' 
posttest) 
I School A I SchoolB “ 
group I Group2 groiip3 group 1 Group2 laroupS  
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=l 1)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
*ill-fonn 143 10 Y B 0 
"happen" 
*ill-form 0 10 ^ ^ ^ 
"die" 
"iU-forai 7L4 40 545 W i 419 
"fall" … 
"ill-form ^ ^ 0 333 flA 333 
"arrive" 
Table 18.1 Failure in recognizing the ungrammaticality of passivized unpaired 
ergatives (pretest) 
SchodA I School B 
group 1 |Group2 |group3|Group4 Group 1 |Group2 |Group3 |Group4 Group5  
(N=8)% (N=1Q)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=12)% 
"passive ^ ^ 415 ^ W STT ^ 50 
"happen" 
•passive 40 4 5 l m ^ 4 4 l ^ 
"die" 
•passive J ^ 50 ^ 2lZ 313 143 2 1 2 " “ 4 1 5 ^ 
"fair 
•passive 0 0 0 43 UJ iTT Ho 0 
"arrive" 
Table 18.2 Failure in recognizing the ungrammaticality of passivized unpaired 
ergatives (posttest) 
School A SchoolB ‘ 
groupl Group2 group3 Group4 Group 1 I group!~| groups|Group4 GroupS  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=31)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% (N=6)% 
•passive 0 7Q ^ i H 313 7M 55!6 TjJ ^ 
"happen" 
幸 passive 315 ^ ^ ^ ^ 419 H I ^ ^ 
"die" 
*P^ssive ^ 40 Yf^ ^ W i ^ 415 W 
"fall" 
^passive 115 0 0 119 ^ ^ l I J ^ ^ 0 
"arrive" 
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Table 18.3 Failure in recognizing the ungranmiciticality of passivized unpaired 
ergatives posttest) 
School A School B “ 
Group I Group2 group3 Group 1 groiip2 Group3 
(N=7)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% fN=7)% (N=9)% 
"passive 10 ^ 7 U f l l 
"happen" 
"passive 0 0 i H ^ ^ ^ 
"die" 
'passive 0 ^ 182 ^ 419 ^ 
"fall" 
丰 passive 0 f j A m 
"arrive" 
Table 19.2 Over-passivization of unpaired ergative construction (posttest) 
School A ISchoolB 
groupl Group2 group3 group4 groupl |Group2 |group3""“|Group4 Groups  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=29)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=ll)% 
*puipose 115 10 ^ R 3 0 vfA 0 
"happen" 
•purpose 123' 0 i ~ 0 0 0 419 i T T 0 0 
"die" ‘ 
•puipose 115 ~0 0 0 0 0 0 43 0 
"fall" 
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 143 0 4 J 0 
"arrive" 
Table 19.3 Overpassivization of the unpaired ergative construction (2"d 
posttest) 
ISchool A I School B 
groupl Group2 group3 groupl g r o u p l I group3“ 
. (N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•purpose i l l 0 0 143 0 
"happen" 
•puipose 0 0 0 1^7 0 0 
"die" 
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 i T T 
"fall" 
•purpose 0 0 0 0 0 
"arrive" 
I I I I I I  
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Table 20.2 Unable to recognize the incompatibility (posttest) 
group 1 Groiip2 group3 groiip4 group] g roup2 I Group 3 |Group4 |Group5  
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=l 1)% (N=29)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=29)% (N=l 1)% 
*Purpose ^ ^ ^ y U j f l SQ 
"happen" 
"purpose ^ IQ 4 5 ^ ^ 419 ^ ^ ^ 
"die" 
^purpose y u ^ ^ 29 ^ 7L4 7 U ~ 0 
"lalV' 
"puipose f i l IW KS ^ ^ ^ ^ 50 
"arrive"  
Table 20.3 Unable to recognize the incompatibility of the unpaired ergative 
construction and the purpose clause posttest) 
I School A I School B 
group 1 Group2 group3 group 1 group! group3 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=ll)% (N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
•purpose Wa 10 m I 813 419 ™ 
"happen" 
•purpose 419 80 4^5 8 1 3 ~ 71.4 W i 
"die" 
•purpose ^ ^ ^ 419 ^ 
"fall" 
•purpose 7L4 100 121 83J 7L4 ^ 
"arrive" 
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Ihhle 21.1 Free production data of School A unci School C(posttest) 
group 1 group2 groLip3 group4 Group 5 
(N=8)% (N=10)% (N=8)% (N=30)% (N=6) % 
Break/ the bottle Ergative ^ ^ Q ~ 
•"broken" without 0 10 10 0 0 0 ^ 
aux.  
Amve/ the b u s ~ Ergative ^ 100 50 80 8 1 3 ~ 
•transitive 115 0 10 ^ 
.passive 123 0 10 113 66.7 
•"arrive" + by 123 0 S 0 
sink/ the boat Ergative m ^ ^ ^ 100.0 
•"sunk" without aux. 0 10 10 0 
Translate/ poem *ergative 0 0 10 0 o!o 
Close/ window""“Ergative 87^ ^ 10 133 ^ ” 
fall/ the leaves Ergative 15 90 ^ ^ ” 
•transitive 123 10 0 0 ""“ 
•passive 75 40 20 83.3 
•"fallen" without aux. 0 0 10 0 ^ ~ 
Occur/ a disaster . Ergative ^ 40 56?7 ^ 
•transitive 0 0 0 00 
•passive n 3 % 10 W 16.7 




Table 21.2 Free production data of School A (2"‘' posttest) 
groupl group2 groLip3 
(N二7)% (N=10)% (N=10j% 
break/ the bottle ergative 42^ ^ fo 
•"broken" without 143 10 fo 
aux.  
arrive/ the bus ergative 85.7 ^ 70 
•transitive fo 
•passive ^ 10 10 
sink/ the boat ergative 100 ^ 100 
J 
Translate/ poem *ergative 0 10 0 
close/ window ergative 42.9 70 10 
fall/ the leaves ergative IW 90 IQ 
•passive 57.1 40 10 
attack/ the country •ergative 14.3 0 0 
occur/ a disaster ergative 100 60 50 
•transitive 0 ^ 10 
•passive 419 30 ^ ~ 
break/ world -ergative 10 0 
record  
5.� 
Table 22.1 Free production data of School B (postttest) 
group 1 group2 group 3 Groap4 
(N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% (N=23)% 
break/ the bottle Ergative JJ^ 43 
^"broken" without 333 143 HTl 0 
au\.  
arrive/ the bus Ergative ^ 28^ 100 108.6 
•transitive 333 419 212 30.4 
"passive 1^7 7L4 [ U 17.4 
•"arrive" + by 0 1I3 IM 0 ~ 
sink/ the boat ergative 833 7L4 
•"sunk" without aux. 16.7 0 333 Q 
Translate/ poem •ergative 0 222 0 
close/ window ergative ^ ^ ^ 
fall/ the leaves ergative 100 77^ ~ 
•transitive 0 R 3 l U 1 3 ~ 
"passive ^ 7L4 ^ K s 
*"fallen" without aux. 0 0 UA 0 
watch/ the movie •ergative 0 143 0 0 
attack/ the country •ergative ^ f u 0 
occur/ a disaster ergative 50 42.9 88.9 60 .9~ 
•transitive 0 ^ 212 gJ""“ 
, *passive 50 ^ UA VIA 
break/ world •ergative Q 
record  
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關e 22.2 Free production data of School B (T'' posttest) 
group I group2 iiroLip3  
(N=6)% (N=7)% (N=9)% 
break/ the bottle ergative 0 42^ ^ 
•"broken" without ^ Q 212~ 
aiix.  
arrive/ the bus ergative f ^ 57^ ~ 
•transitive 419 l U 
"passive 0 419 33.3 
•"arrive" + by 0 0 222 
sink/ the boat ergative 50 J lA 7 1 ^ ~ 
"sunk" without aux. ^ 0 UA 
Translate/ poem *ergative Q TT] 
close/ window ergative ~ 3 3 3 42.9 44.4 
fall/ the leaves ergative 42.9 55^ 
•transitive 14J 722 
•passive " " “ ^ TlJ 
•"fallen" without aux. 0 f u 
”fall"+ by-phrase 0 0 
attack/ the country •ergative 0 143 T O ~ 
occur/ a disaster ergative 66.7 ~ 4 4 . 4 ~ 
•transitive 313 419 333 
•passive ~ ~50 ？H 44.4 
break/ world * ergative 0 143 \\7l 
record 
• 
Appendix VIII Mean scores of the grammaticality judgement tasks 
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